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There is a reason for this quitting.
Farm prices in just one year have
dropped elght parity points, if I am
corectly mformed—from about 82 to 74
percent of parity. that parity represent-
ing prices received by the farmer as com-
pared with prices and Income received
by those engaged in other segments of
the economy.

‘They say that the farmer may not
amount {o much any more but, neverthe-
less. over 30 percent of all the people
gainfully employed in this country de-
pend upon agriculture for their liveli-
hood today, either in the manufacturing
of supplies, producing on the land, or in
processing and handling the products of
the farm.

Yet very little consideration is being
siven to the farmers. I do not believe
that Corgress has given enough consid-
eration to the problems which confront
our farmers. Many of our people are
over in Furope undertaking to make ar-
rangements for trade agreements. It
seems that American agriculture may
be simply a pawn to be used for the ag-
grandizement of some of our industrlal
people who have transferred much of
their own production to Weslern
Europe.

Thus I feel that the Senator from
Florida has done well. We cannot af-
ford to let agriculture go down hill.

I voted against the bill, day before
yesterday, which had many good points
in it, simply because that bill undertook
to transfer jurisdiction over agricultural
colleges, the Extension Service, experi-
ment stations, and agricutture research
from the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry to a new Committee on Educa-
tion. which in all probability will be
made up almost wholly of nonfarm
people. some of whom will have very
little knowledge of agriculture—although
I do not want to say that they are not
knowledgeable in the flelds of cducation
or health.

1 do not admit that American agricul-
ture has been a failure. I think it has
been one of the most outstanding suc-
cesses in all history. Amerlean agricul-
ture has not only given to the United
States the highest standard of living the
world has ever known but it has also
driven famine from many countrics in
the world and has kept many a country
from changing its very form of govern-
ment. Yet it seems as if every agency
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment wanis to take jurisdiction over
Americen agriculture. Certainly, the
State Department would love to take it
over and use it as an instrument in in-
ternational negotiations.

The Department of Labor, as has been
pointed out by the Senator from Florida,
undertakes to run American agriculture
by determining costs. The Interior De-
partment already has taken over a good
deal of the work and jurisdiction which
used to belong to the Department of
Agriculture. And, as I have polnted out,
now the Department of HEW wants to
set the rest of it.

Mr. President, when American agri-
culture goes down the drain—and there
are many forces pushing it In that direc-
tion at the present time—it will be a very
sad day for the United States.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ex-
press my great appreciation to the Sen-
ator from Vermont and say for the rec-
ord that, as the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Agriculture
and Foreslry, and also as an ex officio
member of the Subcommittee on Appro-
priations for Agriculture, on both
committees of which I have the honor
to serve with the Senator from Vermont,
he is fighting unceasingly for agricul-
ture. The agricultural producers of this
country have no betler friend in Con-
gress than the Senator from Vermont.

I agree entirely with the distinguished
Senator that the amounts of the “up-
ping” of the minimum wage as just
announced by the Secretary are not of
too great concern to many kinds of pro-
ducers.

In fact. in his letter, the Sccretary
stales that the average rate received by
the citrus pickers of Florida last year was
above $2 and, therefore, that very im-
portan{ industry, so far as wages are
concerned. is not directly affected.

So far as cane Is concerned, he already
admits that he cannot find any Ameri-
cans who want to get down on their
knees in the muck and with machetes
cut down the cane; and he has, therefore,
given us consent to bring in people from
the areas where that is a customary pro-
cedure on their farms, in order to har-
vest our cane.

However, as in the case of vegetable
producers and strawberry growers, we
are wisnessing great quantitles of our
tomato production, both from the east-
ern and western parts of the country,
aoing to Mexico and other countries,
simply because of the smaller cost of
labor. We are also witnessing our straw-
berry producers going out of business,
and other industries which I can men-
tion heing secriously and adversely
affected by this inane policy of the Secre-
tary of Labor, who rules the producers
of perishable foods with such an iron
hand.

Yet he goes to court when he is called
before the U.S. district court in Orlando,
Fla.. and says that he has no authorlly
in this matter at all, that all he can do
is advise the immigration authorlties as
to whether they should let them in, and,
therefore, he does not have to answer,
in law, for what he Is dolng.

To me, this is & rather outrageous
thing which this man is doing and has
done to the producers of perishable, agri-
cultural commodities in this Natlon.

I remind the Senator from Vermont
that I sec here that his own State has
turned periodically to Canada for wood-
cutters and apple pickers, beyond what
Vermont can furnish from its own popu-
lation, and under the mandate of Secre-
tary Wirtz, the rate Is raised from $1.30
an hour—which has been the rate pre-
vailing since 1964—to $1.50 per hour.

So 1 do not know whether that would
seriously inconvenience them or not.

Mr. AIKEN. No.

Mr. HOLLAND. The fact is that the
standard Is set up one-half again as large
as that set by Congress, in its wisdom,
only last year. The Secretary of Labor
allocazed to himself the authorily to do
that.

I resent that. I protest as vigorously
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as I can against any executive official set-
ting up his discretion, his judgment, par-
ticularly in a field about whicl he knows
very little as against the expressed judg-
ment of Congress under a law it passed,
and whict. was signed by the President

Mr. AIKEN. It is not the rate for the
apple pickers, because we cannot get
them to work for $1.50 an hour anyway.
it is the fact that the orchardist has to
get down on his knees and crawl half a
mile to tke Labor Department before he
can gel pickers at all to help nim. It is
not the price that bothers him. It is the
system whereby the Secretary of Labor
does evervthing he can to force the or-
chardist to take people from o-her areas.
He tried to bring in pcople from Boston,
Mass., & year ago, but that did not work
out very well. They didn't want to pick
apples. I do not believe they got more
than half a dozen in all from taat source.

Before I sit down—and I am ready to
do so mormentarily—I want to say to the
Senator from Florida and the Subcom-
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations,
of which he is chairman, that his com-
mittee is nlmost the last bulwark between
the American farmer and several forms
of disaster.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank my distin-
guished friend. All I can sav is that if
I happen to siand in that pos:tion, I am
well supported by the Senator from Ver-
mont and numerous others although
they are 00 small in number We were
not able to get an even split in the Sen-
ate on the matter of transfeiring juris-
diction from the Secretary of Labor to
the Secretary of Agriculture, who knows
something about agriculture, when the
matter of agricultural labor was before
us. But we will keep trying. In the
meantime, I call attention again to the
fact that I think the current national
administration has a very greet responsi-
bility in this matter. It accepted that
responsibility when the Vice President
voted to break the tie by which we would
have app-oved the transfer. Iam calling
attention to it again today. I will con-
tinue to call attention to it from time
to time during this session and as long
as necessary until the matwer is cor-
rected.

There is no good judgment in permit-
ting & part of the administration to do
something which reflects discredit on the
rest of the Government, from the Presi-
dent on down, of which I am proud to
be a pars. I am complaining about the
scurvy treatment given to producers of
perishab’e food throughout the country,
and shall continue as long as I am able
to do so.

I want to say to my friend from Ver-
mont that there is another thing that
bothers me. Not only is agricultural in-
come going down, but the percentage of
the consumer dollar that is received by
the procucer of perishable crops gen-
erally is considerably below the level of
the percantage of the dollar other agri-
cultural producers receive.

The perishable producer has to observe
so many safeguards and go through so
many processes that when he gets his
crops to the market he finds subtracted
from the total price paid by the consumer
the cost of many more things than in the
case of Lae stable crops.
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Perishable crops are a large part of the
necessary food supplies of this Nation
and for our children, and it seems to me
the producers of those perishable crops
should be given better treatment than
they are.

I close by mentioning another thing.
The Senator from Vermont [Mr, AIKEN]
is a member of the Committee on For-
eign Relations as well as the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, and he sees
both sides of this question. I think our
abundanee of the production of food not
only helps to sustain in this country the
highest standards of nourishment of any
nation, but also permits us to ship many
tons of food to countries in many areas
of the world, and has prevented famine
in important countries—important not
only because human heings are affected,
but important because they are demo-
cratic nations who are trying to keep
their heads up. To treat producers of
these agricultural products in this scurvy
way, when our agricultural abundance is
used in our foreign relations, is some-
thing which I cannot endure without
speaking out. I am sure many others
feel as I do and as the Senator from Ver-
mont does.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. )

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum.call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONSULAR CONVENTION WITH THE

SOVIET UNION
EXECUTIVE RESERVATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the pending
business, which the clerk will state.

The AsSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK.
Consular Convention between the United
States of America and the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics, together with a
protocol relating thereto, signed at Mos-
cow on June 1, 1964 (Ex, D, 88th Cong.,
second sess.) .

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the convention.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr, President, I send
to the desk executive reservation 1 on
the Consular Convention with Russia,
and call attention to the fact that this
is in the nature of what I believe could
be described as a good faith reservation,

The reservation deals with the matter
of providing our consular officers in Rus-
sla with the right to call in the press to
answer criticism made by Communist
officials of that area on the spot where
they are made—the same kind of exact
reciprocal provisions, the same recipro-
cal conditions, and the same reciprocal
practices which the Russian diplomatic
€Orps now exercise in the city of Wash-
ington,

It also provides that there shall be
freedom of expression, assoclation, and
reciprocity In connection with the num-
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ber of newsmen, and the treatment of
newsmen as they move back and forth
between the two countries.

It seems to me that that should have
been in the treaty as it deals with reci-
procity. It is tremendously important
that our people there have the same re-
ciprocal advantages in Moscow that
their people have here.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the reservation dealing with
freedom of expression of the press and
association may be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the reserva-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EXECUTIVE RESERVATION 1

Reservation intended to be proposed by
Messrs. MunpT, DOMINICK, and HRUSKA to the
resolution of ratification of the Consular
Convention between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Sociallst
Republics, together with a protocol relating
thereto, signed at Moscow on June 1,
1964: Before the period at the end of the
resolution of ratification insert a commma and
the following: “subject to the reservation
that no exchange of instruments of ratifica-
tion of the convention shall be entered into
on hehalf of the United States until the
Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics shall
have agreed (1) to permit the distribution to
the Soviet press or any segment thereof by
United States diplomatic and consular offi-
cers of announcements of United States
public policy, both foreign and domestic, and
answers to any criticlsm of such poiley con-
tained in the Soviet press, and (2) not to
impose or enforce any limitation on the
number of United States citizens permitted
to be in the Soviet Union at any time as
representatives of the United States press
which would effectively reduce them below
the number of Soviet press representatives
entering the United States.”

EXECUTIVE RESERVATION 2

Mr. MUNDT.  Mr. President, the other
reservation, which I think is a good-faith
reservation, deals with the matter of pro-
viding that the treaty shall not go into
effect until the President of the United
States first sends a message to the Con-
gress declaring one of two factors exist-
ing: the first in the happy eventuality
that he can send a message to the Con-
gress that the troops, the Armed Forces
of the United States, are no longer re-
quired overseas to protect South -Viet-
nam. That would trigger the activation
and the implementation of the treaty. In
lieu of that, if the President can send a
message to the Congress of the United
States to the effect that the return of
our Armed Porces from Vietnam is not
being prevented or delayed by virtue of
the fact that the Soviet Union is supply-
ing arms and weapons to continue the
war, that fact would serve to activate the
treaty.

It seems to me that while we are seek-
ing to decrease the problems and perils of
Americans traveling in Russia for pleas-
ure or business, we should be sure we do
nothing to increase the problems and
perils of the Armed Forces fighting for
freedom in Vietnam,

I think we should ask the question,
Why should we protect people who can
afford to travel in Russia and ignore the
boys who can ill afford to be drafted o be
iflnt to Vietnam to fight for freedom over

ere?
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This reservation would simply have
the effect of deferring the applicable date
of the treaty until we could be sure our
boys were not needed there, or, if they
were needed there, they were not being
killed by weapons and supplies furnished
by the other party to the treaty.

This reservation will not necessarily
delay the ratification date, because we
should recognize that the Soviet Presi-
dium, the legislative body of the Soviet
Union, has not yet ratified the treaty.
There will be full time to ratify when-
ever that comes up for consideration,

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the reservation be printed in full at
this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the reserva-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecoro, as follows:

EXECUTIVE RESERVATION 2

Reservation intended to be proposed by Mr.
MunpT on behalf of himself and Senators
MirrER, MURPHY, TowER, CURTIS, COTTON, and
Hruska to the resolution of ratification of
the Consular Convention between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, together with a protocol
relating thereto, signed at Moscow on June
1, 1964: Before the period at the end of the
resolution of ratification insert a comma
and the following: "“Subject to the reserva-
tion that no exchange of instruments of
ratification of this Conventlon shall be en-
tered into on behlaf of the United States, and
the Convention shall not enter into force,
until the President determines and reports
to the Congress that (1) 1t is no longer neces-
sary to assign members of the Armed Forces
of the United States to perform combat du-
ties In the defense of South Vietnam or (2)
the removal of members of the Armed Forces
of the United States from South Vietnam is
not being prevented or delayed because of
military assistance furnished North Vietnam
by the Soviet Union.”

EXECUTIVE UNDERSTANDING 1

Mrs, SMITH. Mr, President, I believe
that many Members of the Senate are
deeply concerned about the making of
a treaty with a country that is providing
the real backbone of the materiel and
equipment for the aggressor in North
Vietham and Vietcong forces that are
killing American servicemen in Viet-
nam,

I believe that many Members of the
Senate do not wish to kill the proposed
Consular Treaty with Russia. even
though they are deeply concerned about
the fact that Russia is providing the
materiel and equipment that is being
used not only to kill American service-
men but also greatly bolsters the refusal
of North Vietnam to respond to the
offers of the President of the United
States for a peaceful negotiation of the
end of the war in Vietnam.

Because of this; I intend to propose an
amendment to the resolution of ratifica-
tion, which will provide an opportunity
for Members of the Senate to clearly
express themselves on this point and I
send the proposed amendment to the
desk and ask that it be ordered to le
on the table and to be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered,

The understanding No. 1 is as follows:
) EXECUTIVE UNDERSTANDING 1

Understanding intended to be proposed by
Mrs. Smith to the resolution of ratification

of the Consular Convention between the
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United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Sbeialist Republics, together with @
protocol relating thereto, signed at Moscow
on June 1, 1964:

After the period at the end of the resolu-
tion of ratification add a new sentence as
follows: “In giving its advice and consent to
the ratification of this Convention, the Sen-
ate expresses its hope that before the United
States consents to the opening by the Soviet
Union .of any consular establishment in the
United States, an honorable conclusion will
be achieved in the Vietnam conflict, whereby
United States military forces will no longer
be needed to perform combat duties in the
defense of South Vietnam.”

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I rise,
once more, to speak on behalf of the
pending United States-Soviet Consular
Convention,

In my first speech to the Senate on this
subject, a little more than a month ago,
T suggested that a great deal of the op-
position was due to a misunderstanding
of the convention and its provisions.

Subsequent developments have proven
the truth of this prediction. My office
has been bombarded with a stream of
mail citing article 2 as “proof” that this
convention authorizes and directs the
opening of additional consulates here.
It does not. What article 2 says is that—

A consular establishment may be opened
in tHe territory of the receiving state—

But—and here is the important quali-
fication that is often overlooked—
only with the consent of the receiving state.

This, in essence, is nothing more than
a restatement of the permissive authority
to initiate reciprocal negotiations for this
purpose already granted to the Presi-
dent under the U.8. Constitution. Thus,
the Consular Convention has no direct
bearing on this question.

This convention is nothing more and
nothing less than a set of legal safeguards
designed to govern consular operations
between this country and the Soviet
Union. For us, however, it represents
an unusual opportunity to provide to
Americans, assigned to and traveling in
the Soviet Union, protections not now
available. Of particular importance for
our consular personnel is freedom from
Russian criminal jurisdiction; of equal
importance for private Americans,
traveling and doing business in Russia,
are the guarantees of immediate diplo-
matic notifications and access in cases
of arrest.

In practice, this country already al-
lows to Soviets accused of crimes here
the same constitutional guarantees avail-
able to all Americans. Our citizens in
Russia have no such protection, but the
Consular Convention will be a vital step
in this direction. I think it is worth
noting, again, that the provisions of this
convention represent unique concessions
by the Russian Government. The So-
viets, for the first time, will be extending
to Americans, through this convention,
protections not even given to Soviets In
their own homeland.

Mr. President, I, for one, am growing
tired of the argument that we should
somehow “forget” those Americans who
travel and do business in the Sovlet
TUnion and that “they shouldn’t be there
{n the first place.” We are told, “You
should be worrying more about the 180
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million Americans right here at home.”
Similarly, we are told that it is some-
how “wrong” to consider this conven-
tion while engaged in a war against
Communist aggression in North Viet-
nam.

Both arguments, I believe, ignore the
realities of the current world situation.
We cannot return to the isolationism of
an earlier era; nor can we be guided by
an assumption that total war is the only
inevitability. Therefore, we must con-
tinue to seek those avenues, and those
areas of negotiation which remain open
to us, which offer some hope that the
lasting peace we all seek between the
Communist and non-Communist worlds
can eventually be built, The Consular
Convention, in my opinion, must be
viewed in this light. I urge its approval.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr, President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment,.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, in
our consideration of the Consular Treaty
it is imperative that we place forémost
in our minds its possible effect on the
security and future well-being of
America.

In its present form, I do not believe
that it would be wise or in the best in-
terests of the United States for the Sen-
ate to give its advice and consent to this
treaty. It is for this reason that I rise
to urge the Senate to strike from the
treaty, article 19, sections 2 and 3, which
I believe to be the convention’s most
serious defect.

There are, of course, many pros and
cons of the treaty and they are now
being explored by the Senate, as well
they should be. However, it seems clear
to me that if we adopt this conventicn
without correcting this significant defi-
clency, we stand to lose far more than
we could gain.

On the plus side, the treaty would pro-
vide for protection of Americans in Rus-
sia in the event of arrest by Soviet au-
thorities. Americans now traveling in
Russia number close to 20,000 a year,
and provisions of the treaty are de-
signed to eliminate the threat of our
citizens being arrested and held incom-
municado in Soviet jails for long periods
of time, and would allow U.8, officials
to maintain contact with and counsel
arrested Americans.

Russian citizens traveling in America
total only about 900 a year.

Thus, at least in this regard, the treaty
definitely leans in our favor.

Aside from the interest of our Gov-
ernment in establishing consulates in
the Soviet Union, this is probably the
most outstanding favorable provision of
the convention. .

However, notwithstanding this safe
guard, it {s nonetheless vitally important
that we hold this treaty at arm’s length
and give it our most careful scrutiny.

I now come to what I believe to be the
most compelling reason why the Senate
should not accept this treaty as it now
stands. I refer to provisions in the
treaty, contalned in article 19, sections 2
and 3, which would grant immunity to
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Soviet consular officers and employees
from criminal prosecution, both misde-
meanor and felony.

Mr. President, never before in the
annals of our Republic have we seen fit
to grant to the consular officers or em-
ployees of any country total immunity
from criminal prosecution. That im-
munity goes only to diplomatic officials
and embassy officials. These provisions
were instituted during the administra-
tion of George Washington, in 1790,
Since that time, we have had friendships
with many countries all over the face
of the earth, but never during all that
time have we granted absolute and
complete immunity from prosecution
to consuls, members of their staffs, or
employees.

It is strange indeed that we should
pick out the Soviet Union, which has
given the world much trouble for the
past 50 years, for this special privilege.
This immunity would be absolute, Mr.
President. For example, the janitor of
a, Soviet consular office could assassinate
the President of the United States and,
under the provisions of Article 19, what
would be the remedy? What would be
the result? The U.S. Government
would be empowered only to de-
clare him persona non grata and only
to expel that Soviet subject, and he could
go back to the Soviet Union, after having
assassinated the President of the United
States of America with impunity.

This treaty would set a dangerous
precedent indeed by providing for the
first time for unlimited exemption from
criminal prosecution of consular person-
nel. In the past, consular conventions
have allowed such an exemtipon only in
misdemeanor cases and not felonies.
Consular personnel are primarily eco-
nomic officers and not diplomats, and
it has never been construed by our gov-
ernment that they should be entitled to
the same diplomatic immunity extended
ambassadors and embassy staffs.

In short, consular officers have never
been granted total immunity from crim-
inal prosecution in all the history of our
Republic, and they should not now be
exempted from the jurisdiction of the
State and Federal laws of our Nation.

It is inconceivable to me that the .
United States should enter into a bilat-
eral treaty which would grant diplo-
matic immunity to consular officers of
the Soviet Union when we have never
done so before with any other nation,
not even those most friendly to this
country.

At a time when Americans are fighting
Communist aggression and dying in Viet-
nam, and when the Soviet Union is help-
ing to furnish the sinews of war to the
Hanol regime, I question the wisdom
and propriety of, in effect, singling out
the Soviet Union for special privileges
not even afforded our allies, Moreover,
we are dealing here with a nation that
has won no prizes for honoring agree-
ments, We have much historical evi-
dence to indicate that the Communists
will abrogate a treaty whenever it suits
their purpose to do so.

While we consider granting special
privileges and immunities to the Soviet
Union, we would do well to keep these
things in mind.
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Mr. President, I submit that the im-
munity provision is fraught with great
peril,

1t would significantly Increase the
danger to the US. internal security re-
sulting from increased Soviet espionage.

Althoueh the Russians need no invi-
Lation to conduct espionage and subver-
sive activities in Amerlca, article 19
would surely encourage and enable them
o enlarge the sphere of their spying and
under these provisions they would be
ab’e to do so without fear of punishment,
ani without being liable for prosecution
o: any kind.

Staff members and employees of con-
sulates, wherever thev might be located
in the United States. could rob, steal,
commit murder, or perpeirate any hein-
ous crime, and our authorities would be
helpless to even bring them to trial and
seek convictions.  All we could do In ef-
fect would be to slap them on the wrist,
declare them persona non grata and
have them expelled from the country—
which is about like locking the barn door
aiter the horse has been stolen.

Consular officers could engape in espi-
onage and subversion and attempt to en-
tice US. citizens into committing high
treason, and the best our Government
could do would be to send them back
home—after the security of the United
States had already been breached.

Moreover, we have strong indications
from the FBI that the establishment of
more consulates in the United States
would by itself make the Bureau's work
more difficult, but the granting of dip-
lomatie immunity to consular officials in
various American cities would greatly
multiply this problem.

In sum, this immunity once granted
would amount to carte blanche authority
to Soviet agents to violate our laws at
will and to expand their espionage activ-
ities with impunity.

Moreover, there is still another very
important consideration. If these im-
munity provisions are adopted, they
would apply not only to Soviet consular
personnel, but to consular officers and
employees of some 27 other countries—
inciuding Yugoslavia and Rumania—
with which the United States has con-
sular agreements containing most-
favored-nation clauses. It would in
cffect open a floodgate which I think
most of us will agree should remain
closed.

L; is for these reasons, and I urge their
carzful consideration by the Senate. that
at this time I ask the Senate to strike
article 19, sections 2 and 3, from pro-
posed convention and insert in lieu there-
of the language of my amendment, which
is identical to the language that our
Government has used in providing for
every consular office that has ever been
established in these United States of
America. Mr. President, it is amazing
Lo me that we should establish a new
policy. totally different from what has
existed for almost 200 vears. with the
Soviet Union.

[o illustrate that this idea apparently
or.ginated with the Soviet Union, the
soviets have apparently negotiated since
that, time with Great Britain & Consular
Treaty similar to this, granting total and
complete criminal immunity to Soviet
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consular officers and employees stationed
in Great Britain. But since the nego-
tiatlon of that Consular Treaty, the
Eritish and the Soviets have had some
troubles. A man by the name of Brooke,
representing the British Government in
tae Soviet Union. was arrested. And the
Eritish have not ratified the treaty to
date.

The Soviet Union also negotiated a
similar treaty with the Japanese. I do
not know whether Japan has yet ratified
that convention or not. But that is the
pattern, Mr. President. We deviate
from a policy of almost 200 years with
the Soviet Union, then the Soviet Union
nerotiates a similar treaty with Great
Eritain, which has not been ratified, and
undertakes to negotiale a similar treaty
with Japan.

For some reason, the Soviets appar-
eally want their consular officers and
enployees throughout the world to be
granted immunity from criminal prose-
cition, whatever the crime may be.

Imagine what information, what es-
p:onage, what crimes, Mr. President,
could be handled by consular officers.
staffs, and employees throughout the
world, for the Soviet Unlon, when their
agents are free and immune from any
criminal prosecution whatsoever.

I hope that the Sendle will agree to
the amendment.

1 deem some provisions of the treaty
to be in the national interest, but I do
not believe that an absolute grant of
immunity from any criminal law by any
State or any nation is in our best Interest.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. 1 yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, who has, in my opinion, placed
his hand upon the Achilles tendon in the
heel of this treaty.

In order that it may appear in the
Rzcorp that the committee in its judg-
ment recognized but, for some reason,
did not consider as too important the
very facts which have been so eloquently
neinted out by the Senator from Georgia,
I read into the Recorp at this time the
appropriate paragraph from the report
of the maiority of the committee as filed
by the chairman of the committee, the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
{Mr. PuLsricuT!:

The provision of the convention which
gives unrestricted immunity from criminal
prosecution to consular officers and employ-
ecs i8 a provision which has not been {n-
cluded heretofore in any consular conven-
ticn or agreement to which the United States
is a party. The United States now has con-
su.ar conventlons and agreements, contaln-
ing a most-favored-nation clause, with 35
countries. Twenty-seven of these 35 have
consular establishments in the United States
empioying a total of 577 personnel. Any of
these 27 countries may, of course, request
that such immunity be granted to their con-
suiar officers and employees providing they
are willing to do likewlse. On the busls of
2 preliminary survey conducted by our em-
bassies in these 27 countries, however, it is
estimated that only 11 countries would be
interested in requesting such immunlty so
that only 290 foreign consular officers and
empioyees would presently be affected.

Mr. President, it seems {o me that the
committee ftself shows by this paragraph
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that this is a provisior which we may
not overlook and, so far as the senior
Senator from Florida is concerned, he is
not going to overlook it.

I thank the Senator for his eloquent
address.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
thank my friend, the senior Senator from
Florida, for his generous, personal re-
marks. Ideeply appreciate his contribu-
tior..

The committee apparently brushed it
ove: hurriedly, but they recognized as
most unusual a change in the pattern
of almost 200 years. Why we should
pick out the Soviet Union to give this
favored treatment, mors favored treat-
ment than we have ever given to any
other nation on the face of the earth, is
beyond my comprehension.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we
must remember that we are used to hav-
ing this problem of diplcmatic immunity
in Washington, the Capital of our Na-
\lon, and in New York. the capital of
the United Nations. But we are not
used to having this problem in many
cities of the United States in which con-
sulates are already located which, prior
to the opening of any Soviet consulate,
could come under this provision of the
treaty, if they wished to and were willing
to b2 mutualin the matter.

I think trouble enough in this matter
of diplomatic immunity has come up to
embarrass the agents of other countries
and our country many times in the 20
years in which I have se-ved in the Sen-
ate.

We have trouble enough in Washing-
ton and New York where we are used to
the problem.

How the problem would affect the
peace and tranquility of the many cities
throughout the Nation where consulates
already exist and where consulates might
exist in the future under this proposal,
Tam unable to say. But I do not believe
they would be as able to cope with the
broblem as are the police, the Secret
Service, the FBI and all the other mani-
fold agents of our Government in Wash-
ington and New York.

I think we should strike this provi-
sion from the treaty.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield the floor.

Me. MUNDT. Mr Piesident, to re-
spond to the question that the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia asked
himself as to how in the world this ques-
tion of complete immunity could creep
into a treaty of this kinc, the testimony
before the Foreign Relations Committee
of the Senate is very precise on that
point.

This was a provision that was insisted
upor. by Moscow. They insisted that this
complete immunity, this totally unprece-
dent:d granting of immunity, be incor-
porated in the treaty,

It was not the suggestion of American
consilates, although they yielded to the
pressure of the Communists to put it in.
That will be found in the hearings.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Fresident, along
with all my colleagues, 1 have been re-
ceiving & tremendous amount of mail on
this treaty.
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I have very carefully gone through the
mail. It was a burdensome task and, I
might say from my standpoint, not very
pleasant, because one gets tired of belng
called everything under the sun and hav-
ing people offer to send you rattlesnakes
and whatnot. However, it was a nec-
essary job to do.

Many very cogent, very carefully con-
sidered, and excellent questions were
raised in the thousands of letters I have
received in connection with this Consu-
lar Convention,

Mr, PERCY, Mr Presidenf, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORTON. I shall yield, but be-
fore I yield, I wish to say that I have dis-
covered that my colleague, the junior
Senator from Illinois, has been going
through his mail.

Illinois and Kentucky are neighbors.
The only difference is that the State of
Illinois has three or four times as many
people as does Kentucky. So, I assume
that the Senator has received four times
as much mail as I have, and that he, too,
has been studying the problem.

Mr. PERCY, Mr. President, as the
Senator from Kentucky knows, I have
received a good deal of mail, and I have
discussed some of it with the distin-
guished Senator.

I recelve about 1,000 letters a day from
Tllinois, and I would say that for the last
5 to 6 weeks, heading the list of the ques-
tions that continue to come up per-
sistently is the question of the Consular
Treaty and its ratification. i

The mail divides itself sharply into two
categories: those for and those against
it

I have received more than 7,000 letters
from people who are against the treaty,
and 46 from people in favor of the
treaty.

Those who are against the treaty, I
find, are again divided into two cate-
gories: those who are militant and well
organized and are obviously channeled
by organizations designed to put pres-
sure on the Senators in the discharge of
their responsibilities.

One man wrote me a letter and said:

I am in charge of organizing the corre-
spondence coming to the Senate from

" northeastern Illinols, and I will not turn the
splgot off until you stand up and say you
will vote against the ratification of this
treaty.

Other correspondence comes from
citizens who are deeply disturbed, who
have probing questions, and who are not
motivated by anything other than their
own consciences and their concern and
interest for the well-being and security
of the United States.

If the Senator from Kentucky does not
mind, I should like to read a series of
questions—some of which we have al-
ready discussed—that have been put to
me and raised both in correspondence
with me and in person by many citizens
who have called on me,

The State of Illinois, like many other
States of the country, has large ethnic
groups that have come from Europe.
Many of them have deep ties with other
countries,

We have in Chicago the second largest
Polish ‘population of any city in the
world. Chicago is the largest such city
outside of Warsaw.
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In Chicago we have large representa-
tive groups from every ethnie group, cer-
tainly from Eastern Europe.

These people are all deeply interested

in this question. That is why my distin- .

guished colleague, the senior Senatdr
from Illinois, the majority leader, has
perhaps spent more time, energy, effort,
and thought on this one question than
he has on many others that have come
before the Senate, certainly this year,

The first question concerns the ex-
perience of Americans traveling abroad.
I can speak with some feeling on this
subject, having traveled through East-
ern Europe about this time last year
and having been delayed in Vilnius for
several hours by the authorities, Dur-
ing the course of that questioning, I
wondered what recourse I would have, as
an American citizen, if they decided fo
detain me. We do not even recognize
the areas I was in, so that the situation
presented peculiar problems.

Can the Senator from Kentucky an-
swer this question: Why do we need &
treaty to obtain prompt notification ¢f
the arrest of American citizens in the
US.S.R. and quick consular -access to
these Americans? Can we not simply
demand this treatment on the basis of
reciprocity?

Mr. MORTON. To be effective, such
a “demand” would have to imply that if
we did not get satisfactory notification
and access rights for our citizens, we
would hold Soviet citizens incommuni-
cado when charged with crimes in this
country. Under U.S, law, we cannot do
this.

Qur hargaining position would be fur-
ther weakened by the fact that there are
20 times more Americans who travel in
the U.B.SR. than Soviets who ftravel
here. While several American visitors
run afoul of Soviet law or the Soviet
police each year, we know of few cases
of Soviet visitors—as opposed to Soviet
officials resident here—who have been
arrested or detained here.

Of course, we have demanded prompt
notification and access to Americans de-
tained in the Soviet Union in the past
and will continue to do so in the future.
But experience has shown that these de-
mands do not bring the results we need,
and that is why this treaty was negoti-
ated. Obviously, we are in a far strong=-
er position if we can base our demancdls
on agreed treaty provisions than if we
can only appeal on the basis of reciproc-
ity or “fairplay.” - :

Mr, PERCY. Can the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky answer this ques-
tion: Do we not already have a valid
agreement to protect American citizens
in the U.S.8.R. in the 1933 Litvinov agree-
ment? Why do we need a new one?

Mr. MORTON. One of the letters ex-
changed by President Roosevelt and Sc-
viet Foreign Minister Litvinov when the
United States recognized the U.S.SR., in
1933 committed both sides to the im-
mediate negotiation of a consular con-
vention—a commitment only followed up
26 years later. In the meantime, the So-
viet Government unilaterally promised
Americans in the U.S.S.R. treatment not
worse than that enjoyed by the most-
favored-nation—specifically, Germany--
under a 1925 German-Soviet treaty.
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The operative portion of this Soviet
commitment is now extinet. Even if it -
were still valid it would not be adequate
to enable us to give Americans in the
U.S.8.R. the protection they need.

The Litvinov agreement’s promise of
most-favored-nation treatment was tied
to the Soviet-German agreement of 1925,
which contained specific guarantees of
notification within 3 to 7 days and access
“without delay.” However, this treaty
did not survive World War II, and prior
to the signature of the United States-
U.SSR. Consular Convention in 1964
there was no other Soviet treaty under
which we could claim most-favored-na-
tion treatment and obtain specific pro-
tections for Americans.

Even if the German treaty was still in
force, and its provisions were applied to
American citizens on a 1aost-favored-na-
tion basis, we would still need the United
States-U.8.8.R. convention. The Soviets
interpreted both the Litvinov agreement
and the Soviet-German treaty as requir-
ing notification and access only after the
preliminary investigation, which can
continue - as long as 9 months. The
United States-U.S.S.R. convention plugs
up this loophole by specifying that both
notification and access must be granted
within four days from the time of arrest
or detention.

Mr. PERCY. Would not the multi-
lateral Vienna Convention on Consular
Relations be a better vehicle for the reg-
ulation of United States-Soviet consular
relations than the bilateral United
States-U.S.8.R. Treaty?

Mr. MORTON. No, I do not believe
it would, and three reasons are involved.

First, the Soviets have not signed the
Vienna Convention, and we have no in-
dication that they will do so. There-
fore, it would not enter into force be-
tween the United States and the USSR
even if we ratified it.

Second, the limited immunities pro-
visions of the Vienna Convention would
not be adequate to protect American
consular officers and employees whom we
might send to the US.S.R.

Third, the Vienna Convention pro-
visions on notification and access would
not provide adequate protection for
American travelers in the US.S.R.
With no time limit spelled out within
which notification and access must be
granted, the Soviets could well continue
to deny access to arrested Americans
during the preliminary investigation—
that is, for up to 9 months. In fact, the
Soviets have interpreted treaties worded
like the Vienna Convention in just this
manner. The wording of the United
States-U.S.SR. convention eliminates
this pitfall.

Mr. PERCY, I have received a num-
ber of comments from citizens of Illinois
who ask, “Why should the Senate of the
United States ratify this treaty when
the Soviets have not?”

Is it true that the Soviet Union has
not ratified the treaty; and if it has not,
does the Senator from Kentucky have
any assurance that it will ratify the
treaty?

Mr. MORTON, The Soviets have not
yet ratified this convention. It was we,
not they, who proposed its negotiation,
and they may expect us to act first for
this reason. Also, it is not their practice
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to act first when dealing with Western
covernments. They have not ratifled
tha consular conventions they have ne-
gotiated with the PFrench, British, or
Japanese, either, presumably because
they are walting for the other side to
muake the first move. They handled the
ratification of the Limited Test Ban
Treaty in a similar manner.

We have no reason to believe that the
Soviets will not ratify this agreement
after we do, assuming that it Is not
;Llaered by reservations or understand-
ings.

Mr. PERCY. Another question that
has been raised frequently is, “Why do
we not demand some concessions from
the Soviet Union before we ratify this
treaty?” Can we get any concession—
in Vietnam or elsewhere—in return for
our ratification of this treaty?

Mr. MORTON. This is not a treaty
which gives the Sovicts something they
badly want and gives us less in return.
It was the U.S. Government—not the
Soviet Union—which proposed the con-
vention. It was the US. Government
which took the initiative in pushing for
negotiations. We believe we have more
to gain from ratification than has the
US.S.R. We can no more expect the
Soviets to pay a price for our ratification
than they can expect us to make an im-
portant concession to them in return for
their ratification.

Carefully negotiated bilateral agree-
ments such as the Consular Convention
must stand or fall on their own merits,
for they themselves are the result of give
and take, not the beginning point for
negotiations.

Mr. PERCY. In cases where American
citizens have been arrested since this
treaty was signed, the Soviets have not
smanted us notification and access within
ke time limits specified in the conven-
tion. Is this evidence to the Senator
from Kentucky that bad faith exists on
the part of the Soviet Union?

(At this point, Mr. HARRIS assumed the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr, MORTON. The Soviets arc not
nbligated by the provisions of this
sreaty—nor are we—until both parties
have ratified it and it enters into force.
We have not clajmed that the Soviets
are obliged to notify us within 1 to 3
days of the arrest of an American citizen
and grant access to him within 2 to 4
days before the treaty enters into force.
We have stressed that, on the basis of
reciprocity, we expect prompt notifica-
Won and access, and in fact Soviet per-
formance in this regard has improved
since the treaty was signed in 1964.
Contrast, for instance, the case of Mar-
vin Makinen—1961—no notification;
four visits allowed in 2 years—or Peter
Landerman—1963—prompt notification
b1t only three visits within a year and a
half—with those of Craddock Gilmour
and Buel Wortham—October 1966—no-
tification within 5 days, access within 10,
and seven times thereafter.

Mr. PERCY. Do the notification and
azcess provisions of this treaty provide
real protection for American citizens?

Mr. MORTON. I believe so. Of
course, this convention does not clear
American tourists with immunity from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

arrest. However, it does provide us with
essentlal tools to protect them when they
have been arrested or detained.

Unless we know an American Is In dif-
fculty abroad, we ¢an do nothing to help
Fim. Notification 1s essential to starl
the whole protective mechanism in mo-
Lion In cases where an American citizen
has heen detalned but no one on the
scene is willing or able to tell the Amer-
jcan Embassy about it. Further, the
notification process brings a case to the
atlentlon of the highest levels of the
foreign zovernment quickly, where it can
be considered from the point of view of
foreign relations and national policy in-
stead of from the narrow police point
of view only.

I think there have been cases where
American citizens were arrested In Rus-
sia and the Russian Government knew
rothing about it In that they were local
actions.

Access to arrest Americans in the
U.SSR. Is vital also. The consular offi-
cer has the opportunity to see whether
the American is being treated decently
and whether the investigation of his case
15 proceeding in accordance with Soviet
law. More important, he can tell the
American of the efforts which his Gov-
ernment and his friends and relatives are
making to win his release. This kind of
raoral support can be very Important to
a prisoner in a foreign country, particu-
larly in countries where standard inter-
rozation techniques emphasize isolation
from the outside world in an attempt to
win cooperation. Also, the knowledge
that an American consular officer will
be repeatedly visiting a prisioner cer-
tainly has an effect on the altitude of
the prison authorities.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have two
remaining questions. This question has
been asked of me many times, not in so
much as & question, but as & statement
which people have written to me.

1t is their understanding that if we
ratify this treaty, we would then be re-
quired to establish consulates at the re-
quest of all other Communist countries
and grant thelr consular personnel im-
munity. Is this true or not?

Mr. MORTON. No. First, the ratifica-
tlon of this conventlon does not obligate
us to permit Soviet consulates in the
United States, let alone consulates of
other Communist countries, not partles
to the treaty.

Second. only one Communist country
has consulates In the United States and a
consular treaty with us glving most-
savored-nation rights concernnig Im-
munity. This Is Yugoslavia, which is
not a member of the Warsaw Pact and
whose independence we have supported
over the years. While we have most-
favored-nation provislons regarding im-
munity in a 18th century consular treaty
with Romanig, there are no Romanian
consulates in the United States.

Third. ratification of thls treaty with
the USS.R. in no way obligates us to
negotlate consular treaties with other
Communist states. If such treaties were
to be negotiated, we would not be obliged
to use the United States-US.SR. Con-
vention lext as a model If we did not wish
to. However, this gives us an element
of choice.
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Mr. PERCY. Lastly, on the floor of
the Senate many questions have been
ralsed with respect to subversion. I be-
Heve that this question is uppermost in
the minds of many American citizens
concerned about Soviet subversion in this
country.

It we ratify this consular convention
would we not be opening the floodgates
to Soviet consulates—and Soviet subver-
sion—throughout the hemisphere? How
can we expect the weak nations of Latin
America to resist Soviet pressures for
consulates if we set the precedent?

Mr. MORTON. The countries of this
heriisphere have never felt compelled to
follow our lead in dealiag with Commu-
nis countries where they have seen their
interests as different from ours. More
than 33 years ago we set an important
precedent by recognizing the USSR.
and establishing diplcmatic relations.
To date, only six of the 22 countries of
Latin America and the Caribbean—in-
cluding Cuba—have followed our lead.
We understand that a Soviet consulate
will be opened in Canada this year.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wish to
corclude by indicating that I do not
wish to leave any impression, by asking
what might be termed antagonistic
questions, that I am.in any respect un-
friendly to this treaty.

1 have searched my mind and my con-
sclence as thoroughly as I can, and I
have resolved to stand foursquare be-
hird the ratification of the treaty by
the Senate. I have great regard for Sen-
atcrs who have chosen the other side.
They are men of deep conviction and
men who have heen asking penetrating
questions which should and must be
answered.

1 think the able and distinguished
Senator from Kentucky provided an-
swers to many of these questions that
have disturbed not only many of my
colleagues but many other loyal and ded-
jcated American citizens. I commend
him for the perception and thoroughness
of his answers.

I think that today we are llving in a
world of great risk. I think we must
decide whether we are going to move
forward with the progress that is being
mede by many of our friends and allies
in Europe or whether we are going to
stand back; whether we are going to con-
tinue to wage cold war, or recognize that
the Iron Curtain of the days of Stalin
has already been perforated and can be
perforated more effectively by Interac-
tion and contact with the Western
Warld.

I have no fear that the power of our
{deas and institutions is what the Soviels
fear the most.

'This opportunity that we now have to
peaetrate, to learn, to have our people
proceed with greater safety as they
trevel about the Soviet Union, and to
have our people learn more about what
is going on In that part of the world
will be the first step. I think that this
will be the first of many steps that we
must take.

The big question before us is whether
tha advantage is our way or the other
way. This Is the question I think all
of us are consclentiously asking our-
selves, I have answered that question to
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my satisfaction. I am convinced that
- the advantage is in favor of the free na-
tions of the Western World and the
United States. Before taking this posi-
tion in Washington, I took 1t before the
Republican State Convention in Detroit
2 weeks ago.

I wanted to take that position in the
Midwest, in a Midwestern city, whose
roots go back to Western and Eastern
Europe. Although there were some hoos
il that audience—and I do not respond
to boos any better than anyone else—
I have a deep conviction that as this
debate is carried on, the overwhelming
weight of evidence will be on the side of
our taking this next step forward in an
attempt to find a way to live in a dan-
gerous world, and to live in it effec-
tively and well. Mr. President, this step
will strengthen the United States and
everything we stand for and believe in.

I believe that we can say with con-
viction that we have nothing to fear by
a dozen or 15 Soviets coming here: Thete
are 1,000 Soviets here already. How-
ever, if we can take one institution, one
idea to the world abroad—and I think
this will help us do that—TI believe it will
help give freedom to people who de-
sperately crave it. Next we should in-
crease contacts with the people of East-
ern Europe. The more contact we have
with them, the better it will be for all
the people who desire freedom.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr.PERCY. Iyield.

Mr, JAVITS. I welcome the leader-
ship which the Senator from Kentucky
has taken in this matter., I hope that
this is a good precursor for the future.
The tradition of the Senate is that Sen-
ators lead on issues. The question of
party regularity and party discipline,
fortunately for the people of this coun-
try, is interpreted in that sense, especial-
ly on an issue of foreign policy. Bipar«
tisanship developed on this side of the
aisle under the inspired leadership of
Arthur Vandenberg. It is, therefore, a
source of tremendous satisfaction to me
that a Senator of such skill and- experi-
ence as the Senator from Kentucky,
generally considered in the country to
be moderate in his views, has taken the
position he has upon this matter, The
Senator from Kentucky inspires real
confidence in the country by his espousal
of this cause. ‘

I, too, should like to address myself
to the remarks made by the Senator from
Illinols [Mr. PErcy], It is not easy to
come into this body as a new Senator and
plunge immediately into the great affairs
of the world, especially when one’s col-
league Is the minority leader. But, we
cannot keep quiet here. The Senafor
from Illinois represents, in part, 8 or
9 million people in his State—perhaps it
is 10 million—and those people demand
representation, To expect the conven-
tions of the past to be observed, where
a new Member is seen and not heard, is
simply denying to constituents the rep-
resentation to which they are entitled.

The Senator from Illinols [Mr. Percy]
Is not a man of that kind. He came to
the Senate to do a job in highest con-
science, and he s doing it. I have been
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uplifted and I think that the country
will be uplifted by the eloguence of his
words and the depth of his understand-
ing as a truly enlightened American busi~
ness leader.

Speaking for myself, with leave of the
Senator from Kentucky, let me say thet
there are three important points which
stand out as discussed by the Senatcr
from Kentucky, on which I should like
to ask him some questions.

The first is on the question of im«
munity from all kinds of prosecution,
which is unique in this treaty. Is it not
a fact, I ask the Senator, that we are
inclined to be myopic on this question?
To give a relative example, when we
talk about the veto being exercised by
the Russians in the United Nations, is
it not a fact, from the Senator’s own
experience, that this country would nct
have approved membership of the United
States in the United Nations, or agreed
to its charter, if the standing, permanent
veto had not been incorporated therein?

Is it not a fact that we would not send
our people into the Soviet Union, unless
they had complete immunity, because we
would be afraid that they would be
picked up on some nonsensical charge—-
such as the Senator mentioned—and
they could be put in jail for life.

Mr. MORTON. The Senator is cor-
rect on both observations. It is a fact
that although I was not a Member of
Congress at the time the United Nations
Charter was adopted, the veto was in-
cluded so that we could get it through
the Senate. Any historian knows that
tobea fact. Itisalso a fact that I would
hate to recommend a constituent of
mine going to Russia as a clerk, tele-
bhone operator, or secretary, to work in a
consulate in any city in Russia without
having the kind of immunity which is
envisaged in this agreement.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
and I thoroughly agree with him.

The next thing I would like to ask hira
bears on this question: It is said that
Russia is up to its armpits in Vietnam,
They are. I have been challenged on
the floor by the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Foreigh Relations
on this fact, but I still maintain that the
overwhelming supply of sophisticated
and large materiel of war going to North
Vietham Is being sent there by the Sovie
Union, ‘

Mr. MORTON. The Senator is cor-
rect,

Mr. JAVITS. Their ships are in the
majority traveling into Haiphong Har-
bor. We admit that. The argument is
conveyed that we should not ratify this
treaty until Russia ceases to aid North
Vietnam,

T ask the Senator this question: Is it
not & fact that in Korea, at the very
time we were negotiating with the Chi-
nese at Panmunjom, the fighting was
going on all the time and American cas-
ualties were being incurred? But that
did not deter us. Is it not a fact, tog,
that if North Vietnam offered to nego-
tiate now, we would negotiate with them,
even though there were no cease-fire?

Mr. MORTON. That is correct. I
was in the State Department at the time
the cease-fire on Korea was finally ne-
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gotiated, and we suffered 90,000 casual- .
ties after we started negotiating. If we
had said, “Oh, we are never going to
talk to you until you do something about
stopping the war,” we would still be
fighting there.

Mr, JAVITS. We are living in a crazy
world, and I am willing to call it that;
but, nonetheless, we have to live in it.
If we expect, somehow or other, to come
ultimately to an accommodation with
these people who are, to use curbstone
language, the most “nuts,” we have got
to meet some of the conditions that are
realistic. If we say that the Russians
have got to get out of helping North
Vietnam or there will be no treaty, then
on that basis there would have been no
nuclear test ban treaty, no disarmament,
there would not have been any Antarctic
treaty, and there would be no treaty now.
Neither would there be one on weaponry
in outer space. We would have nothing.
We would be proceeding on the same old
treadmill, keeping on the restrictions
which we would threaten to keep on
until we could arrive at a stage where
we could come to some kind of
agreement,

Mr, MORTON. The Senator is cor~
rect. As the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Prrcy] pointed out, we must, somehow,

-perforate the Iron Curtain. I think we

are beginning to do it. We will come to
an accommodation and an honorable
peace in Vietnam, in my judgment, much
sooner by taking the attitude, “All right,
let us get together on some things that
we can agree on,” rather than saying,
“We will wait and see. Until your po-
sitlon changes, or you quit fighting, we
are not going to speak to you.”

Mr. JAVITS. Another poins I should
like to ask my distinguished colleague
is on the question of a detente with the
Soviet Union. Does the Senator, in view
of the history of this consular treaty, the
length of time 1t has heen negotiated,
and the fact that we have this treaty
on the “front burner,” another one on
the “back burner”—to wit, control of
outer space with respect to weaponry:
and yet a third one being readied on a
nonproliferation treaty—and, I hope,
many more being negotiated—does not
the Senator feel that if we put the brake
on now and stop on this one, we would
be jeopardizing all the other things
which might conceivably be done to bring
some peace to this aching world; that
the Russians would take-it that the po-
sition of the United States had hardened
against them, and so would Europe, be- -
cause FEurope is all for a detente and,
therefore, that the United Statey might

“as well be counted out?

Mr. MORTON. I agree completely
with the Senator from New York. If
we put the brake on this one, it will put
us back, in my judgment, 10 or 15 years
back to the days of Stalin, back to the
days when there really was an Iron Cur-
tain that did not have any loopholes.

Mr, JAVITS, My final question is
this: We are all adults, We are all over
21 years of age. Senators get elected
and have to be reelected at given times.
Yet, we are told that if we approve this
treaty, it will mean that we are going
down the road to hecoming vulnerable to
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the Russians, they will overreach us
and we will approve everything they
hand us Including denuding us of the
aromic bomb., Does the Senator really
believe that this is any credible argu-
ment, and that a Senator like myself,
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Pzreyl,
and other Senators in the'Chamber who
ave likely to vote for this treaty, and 1
hope and pray that they will—will be
perfectly ready to stop this treaty, the
next one, even on outer space, I we do
not like what the Russians are doing?

Mr. MORTON. I intend to vole on
each treaty that will be coming up, as
long as I happen to be a Member of the
Senate, without regard to how I may
have voted on any previous freaty.

I have just become & member of the
Committee on Aging. Thus, Senators can
see what Is happening to me. I do not
kaow how long I will be In the Senate,
bat I am in on it now, and that question
will be occupying & great deal of my time
and & great deal of my thought—more
so than it has In the past. let me say.

Mr., JAVITS. I thank my colleague
very much for his answers. I should like
to state that on those grounds disclosed
by this colloguy, and the fine statement
of the Senator from Kentucky and the
Senator from Illinois, I shall vote for
ratification of this treaty. I hope that
the Senate will do so.

What 1s even more important than
that, I hope that these questlons and
answers will go out to the country as
reassurance—to wit, notwithstanding
what the people may hear in opposition,
that we have not lost our minds or our
patriotism, that we understand what is
at stake, what is invelved, and that we
are responsible for our reasons for think-
ing this way, agalnst the views of the
ooposition, that we feel that this is the
way In which to forward progress and
peace.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. MORTON. 1 am glad to yleld.

Mr. HRUSKA. It was very gratifying
to hear the very capable answers of the
Senator from Kentucky to the questions
propounded by the distinguished Senator
from Illinols. We all know the Senator
from Kentucky served with distinction
and great competency in the Department
of State, and we value his thoughts on
so many of these questions. I was pleased
to hear the question asked as to whether
the notification and access provisions of
this treaty provide real protection for
American citizens,

I believe the Senator from Kentucky
was present on the floor on January 31
when it was represented that this con-
sular convention gives to American citi-
zens arrested and Jailed In Russia rights
which are superior to those of citizens of
Kussla itself. Whether the Senator from
Kentucky was present at that time or
not, does he agree with the accuracy of
that statement?

Mr. MORTON. I believe such a rep-
resentation was made. I think I read it
in the RECORD.

Mr. HRUSKA. This representation
was made:

Under this convention he (an American
citizen) would have more rights than Sovlet
sitizens. He would be entitled to a lawyer,
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and entitled to be sprung from the pokey in
1 days. Who Is more lixely to be atuck in
the pokey: 18,000 Americans travellng over
there or 900 Russiens over here?

Is that provided under the Consular
Treaty? Is there anything that creates
or even assures that Americans jalled in
Russia for any reason would recelve
rights superlor to rights given to Russlan
citizens—which do not include the right
to & lawyer, the right to a jury trial, the
right to ball, or even prompt investiga-
tlon or being charged with any specific
crime, which can last for years or
months?

Mr. MORTON. Nine months for Rus-
slan citizens, and, without this treaty,
9 months for American tourists.

Mr. HRUSKA. At any rate, where is
the assurance that Americans would get
rights not eiven even to Russian citizens?

Mr. MORTON. It may be that it will
not work out that way in practice, but it
might encourage Russlan eitizens to get
better rights in court which they do not
have at the present time, and which the
American people have.

Mr. HRUSKA. May God speed the
day, but there is no indlcation they are
going to grant those rights to its ctizens.

Mr. MORTON. Ihope God may speed
the day. Iam enough of an optimist to
think that.the American Government as
an example of government will prevail
even behind the Iron Curtain.

Mr. HRUSKA. That the American
system of jurlsprudence will even prevall
behind the Iron Curtain?

Mr. MORTON. 1 say, I am hopeful
some day this will happen.

Mr. HRUSKA. I hope so, too.

Then a question was asked with re-
spect to whether or not we do not already
have a valld agreement to protect Amer-
lean citizens in the USSR. In the 1933
Litvinoff agreement, and why we need a
new one.

May I ask the Senator, for clarifica-
tlon, has It been set forth that the Lit-
vinoft agreement s operative and in
existence?

Mr. MORTON. The Litvinoff agree-
ment was based on the most favored na-
tion clause, which had its basis tn & 1925
treaty between Germany and Russia.
That treaty between Germany and Rus-
sla became nonoperative after World
War II—in fact. during the {nception, 1
understand, of World War II, or at least
after the inception of hostilities between
Hitler's Germany and Russia. The Lit-
vinoff agreement or exchange of letters
between President Roosevelt and Foreign
Minister Litvinoff, if my memory serves
me correctly, did have its substance in
the most favored nations agreement, and
that went back to the 1925 treaty be-
tween Germany and Russia,

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
ATKEN] Is present. He Is a member of
the Forelgn Relations Committee. He
can probably correct me {f I am wrong,
but T think that is the history of it.

Mr. HRUSKA. I have made diligent
Inquiry of the Department of State and
was not able to get any specific answer
as to the abrogation of the Litvinoff let-
ters of 1933,

Mr. MORTON. The Senator can well
understand that if the letters were based
on a treaty which existed between Ger-
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muny and Russia daved In 1925, this
treaty arrangement ceased to exist after
World War II began. Do not get me in
the wrong position. Please do not have
me defending the State Department. I
left the Department some years ago, and
I am not golng to be its advocate now.
I ¥ill turn that job over to the senior
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIXEN], sen-
for Republican member on the Foreign
Relatlons Committee.

Mr. HRUSKA. My recollection is that
the Litvinoff papers—and I may be re-
miss in not having my memory sharp-
ened a little——

Mr. MORTON. I am sure the Sena-
tor’s memory is much better than mine
on this matter.

Mr. HRUSKA. But the Senator will
prabbaly remember that on November 16
a letter was sent by President Roosevelt
to Mr. Litvinoff—

Mr. MORTON. Wasthatin 1934?

Mr. HRUSKA. No, 1933. The letter
stuted that the rights specified in the
above paragraphs would be granted w
Arnierican nationals immediately upon
the establishment of relations between
our two countries. It does not say any-
thing about when they would start w
negotiate or when the rights would be
enjoyed and be granted to Americans.

[ do not want to say that is the final
word, but I do know that on several oc-
casions the Department of State relied
upon these letters, in raore recent years,
in saying that in addition to this reci-
pracity, there is this outstanding agree-
ment on the part of the US.S.R. to ac-
cord those rights to American nationals
and that therefore we are holding them
responsible for this obligation.

Mr. MORTON. Yes; we have used that
arzument repeatedly in Intervening for
the release or prompt trial of fellow
Americans. I think any Secretary of
State would have been negligent if he
had not used every possible means to try
to get American nationals to the bar of
justice promptly and see that justice
prevailed. But that does not mean we
necessarily had that right. The Senator
has tried many lawsuits, and I am sure
he has used every device he could. He
Is one of the most brilliant lawyers in
this body. and I am sura he has used such
devices in hehalf of his client, even
though he knew he had a bad case.

Mr. HRUSKA, It might seem strange
that this convention is requested when
we have an agreement virtually the same
as the pending consular convention with
respect to notification and access and it
is ignored and not honored by the
U.S.SR., but now it is said we are going
to enter into an agresment which has
the same provision in it. Later in the
debate I am sure this point will he
brught out in more detail, but this point
should be borne in mind and clarified.
If it has not worked for 34 years in the
past. there is no reason to think it will
work for 30 years in advance.

With respect to the remarks made by
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs],
that perhaps such a treaty may be a
means to ease tensions, and that perhaps
we can enter into some kind of arrange-
ment for peace, I point out that only
last October 15, the press reported that
Mr. Brezhnev, the Soviet Communist
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Party leader, in a speech at a Soviet-
Polish friendship meeting, said it would
be vain to expect or to have any ldea
that our relationships on any score or at
any level between the U.S.8.R. and the
United States could improve until the
United States ceased hostilities in Viet-
nam, He called such hopes “a strange
and persistent delusion.” That is at
strange variance with the idea that a
treaty of this kind, which has been vari-
ously described as not very important, as
innocuous, as insignificant, may be proof
that we are making progress, in view of
that flat and steely announcement made
by Mr. Brezhnev.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, before
I yield the floor, I wish to point out to
the Senator page 162 of the hearings on
this convention, which has a letter ad-
dressed to the distinguished chief of
staff of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tionsy the Honorable Carl Marcy, signed
by Douglas MacArthur II, which I think
might cover some of the points we have
debated. If I am factually in error, I
apologize to the Senator,

Mr, HRUSKA. I am grateful for the
reference, and if I am in error, I should
like the record set straight.

Mr, MORTON. I am sure the Sena-
tor is not.

Mr. HRUSKA. I am more likely to he
than the Senator from Kentucky,

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the letter ap-
pearing on pages 162 and 163 of the
transeript of the hearings on the Con-
sular Convention, signed by Douglas
MacArthur II, our Assistant Secretary of
State, addressed to the Honorable Carl
Marcy, be printed at this point-in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcoro,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
. Washington.
Hon, CarL Marcy,
hief of Staff, Foreign Relations Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, Marcy: Thank you for your let-
ier of February 28, 1067, in which you pass on
he Foreign Relations Committee’s inquiry
15 to when and by what communication the
‘Litvinoff agreement” of 1933 was abrogated
by the Soviet Union. . Your reference presum-
ably is to Foreign Minister Litvinoft’s letter
to President Roosevelt of November 16, 1933,
in which the Soviet Union promised unilat~
erally to extend to American nationals the
provisions for consular notification and ac-
cess contained in the Soviet-German Agree~
ment Concerning Conditions of Residence
and Business and Legal Protection of Octo-
ber 12, 1925, I am attaching a copy of Mr.
Litvinoff's letter which included the perti-
nent extracts from the Soviet-German
Agreement of 1925."

The Soviet-German Agreement was never,
to our knowledge, formally abrogated. It
ceased to have effect, however, upon the out-
break of armed hostilities between the two
countries during World War II, when each
country withdrew its diplomatic and con-
sular personnel. After the war, and the oc-
cupation and division of Germany, the pre-
war Soviet-German Agreement was not re-
vived. Instead the Soviet Unlon negotiated
new Consular Treatles with both the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany and the so-called
“German Democratic Republic”—neither of
which contain any guarantees of consular
nofification or access to arrested nationals,
[ am attaching a copy of Article 17 of the
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Soviet Agreement of 1958 with the Federal
Republic of Germany.

The post-war legal situation with respect
to consular protection of American cltizens
in the Soviet Union, prior to the 1964 signa-
ture of the U.8.-U.8.8.R. Consular convention
now pending before the Senate, may thus
be summarized as one in which there were no
Soviet treaties in force to which the Litvinoff

most-favored-nation pledge could attach.

This was one of the reasons that persuaded
the Department to negotiate the 1964 Con-
vention, containing as it does clear and ex-
plicit guarantees of consular notification and
access.

The Litvinoff pledge itself, for what it wa3
worth, has also never been formally with-
drawn. However Mr, Litvinoff's letter linked
the Soviet pledge to the stated expectation
that the two countries would “immediately”
negotiate a consular convention on the same
subject. As you know, this expectation was
not fulfilled since no convention was he-
gotlated to agreement until more than thirty
years later. The Soviets have long been in
the position plausibly to maintain that the
Litvinoff pledge was merely an interim un-
dertaking which lapsed upon the failure of
the parties “immediately” to negotiate a con-
sular convention.

The legal deficiencies of the “Litvinoff
agreement” were among the reasons persuad-
ing the Department that the time had come
to conclude a treaty containing clear and un-
equivocal provisions giving us the rights of
notification and access in cases of Americans
arrested in the Soviet Unlon. These provi-
sions are essential if American citizens travel.
ing in the Soviet Union are to be affored the
consular protection they deserve, The 1964
Consular Convention and its Protocol achieve
this purpose by making 1t unambiguously
clear that notification and access must be
granted within four days from the time of
arrest or detentlon of an American national
and on a continuing basis thereafter.

If I can be of further assistance, please
do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely yours,
Doucras MACARTHUR II.
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Relations, .

Mr. HRUSKA. If the Senator from
Kentucky will permit, could that include
the letter addressed to Mr. Franklin D,
Roosevelt and signed by Maxim Litvinof,
which begins also on page 163?

Mr. MORTON. Yes; I think that, too,
should me included.

Mr. HRUSKA. Was that included in
the Senator's offer?

Mr. MORTON. No; I did not request
it, but I should be happy for the Sena-
tor's request to be complied with,

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the letter from
Maxim Litvinoff, People’s Commissar for
Foreien Affairs, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, addressed to Franklin D.
Roosevelt, President of the United States,
dated November 16, 1933, which appears
at pages 163 and 201 of the transcript of
hearings on the Consular Convention, to-
gether with President Roosevelt’s reply
of the same date, which appears at page
202, and the letter from Litvinoff to
Roosevelt of the same date appearing
at pages 200 and 201 of the transcript,
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

WasHINGTON, November 16, 1933,
Mr, FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT,
President of the United States of America,
The White House.

My Drar Mr. Presment; Following our
conversations I have the honor to inform
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you that the Soviet Government is prepared
to Include in & consular convention to be
negotiated Immediately following the estah-
lishment of relations between our two coun-
tries provisions in which nationals of the
United States shall be granted rights with
reference o legal protection which shall not
be less favorable than those enjoyed in the
Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics by na-
tlonals of the nation most favored in this
respect, Furthermore, I desire to state that
such rights will be granfed to American
nationals immediately upon the establish-
ment of relations between our two countries.

In this connection I have the honor to
call to your attention Article 11 and the
Protocol to Article 11, of the Agreement
Concerning Conditions of Residence and
Business and Legal Protection in General
concluded between Germany and the Union
of Soviet Soclalist Republics on October 12,
1925,

ARTICLE 11

Each of the Contracting Parties undertakes
to adopt the necessary measures to inform
the consul of the other Party as soon as
possible whenever a national of the country
which he represents is arrested in his district,

The same procedure shall apply if a
prisoner is fransferred from one place of
detention to another,

FINAL PROTOCOL
Ad Article 11

1, The Consul shall be notified either by
a communication from the person arrested
or by the authorities themselves direct. Such
communications shall be made within a
period not exceeding seven times twenty-
four hours, and in large towns, including
capltals of districts, within a period not ex-
ceeding three times twenty-four hours.

2. In places pf detention of all kinds, re-
quests made by consular representatives to
visit nationals of their country under arrest,
or to have them visited by their representa-
tives, shall be granted without delay. The
consular representative shall not be entitled
to require officials of the courts or prisons
to withdraw during his interview with the
person under arrest.

I am, my dear Mr. President,

Very sincerely yours,
MaxiM LITVINOFF,
People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
WasHINGTON, November 16, 1933.

My Dear MR, LitviNov: I thank you for
your letter of November 16, 1933, informing
me that the Soviet Government is prepared
to grant to nationals of the United States
rights with reference to legal protection no
less favorable than those enjoyed in the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics by na-
tionals of the nation most favored in this
respect. I have noticed the provisions of
the treaty and protocol concluded between
Germany and the Union of Soviet Soclalist
Republics on October 12, 1925.

I am glad that nationals of the United
States will enjoy the protection afforded by
these instruments immediately upon the es-
tablishment of relations between our coun-
tries and I am fully prepared to negotiate
a consular convention coverlng these sub-
Jects as soon as practicable. Let me add
that American diplomatic and consular offi-
cers in the Soviet Union will be zealous in
guarding the rights of Amerlcan nationals,
particularly the right to a fair, public, and
speedy trial and the right to be represented
by counsel of their choice. We shall expect
that the nearest American diplomatic or con-
sular officer shall be notified immediately of
any arrest or detention of an American na-
tional, and that he shall promptly be af-
forded the opportunity to communicate and
converse with such national,

I am [ete.]

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT,
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I'HE SoVIET COMMISBAR FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS
(LITVINOV) TO PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT

WASHINGTON, November 16, 1933.

My Dear Mg. Presipent: In reply to your
letter of November 16, 1933, I have the honor
19 inform you that the Government of the
U'rion of Soviet Socialist Republics as a fixed
poticy accords the nationals of the United
States within the territory of the Union of
Soviet BSocialist Republics the following
rights referred to by you:

.. The right to "“free exercise of liberty of
conscience and religious worship” and pro-
tection “from all disabllity or persecution
on account of their religlous faith or wor-
shp”,

‘This right is supported by the following
laws and regulations existing in the varlous
republics of the Union:

Jivery person may profess any religion or
none, All restrictions of rights connected
with the profession of any belief whatsoever,
or with the nonprofession of any bellef, are
annulled. :Decree of Jan. 23, 1918, art. 3.)

Wwithin the confines of the Sovlet Unfon
it 1s prohibited to Issue any local laws or
regulations restricting or limiting freedom
of consclence, or establlshing privileges or
preferential rights of any kind based upon
ihe religious profession of any person. (De-
cree of Jan. 23, 1818, art. 3.)

2. The right to “conduct without annoy-
snee or molestation of any kind religious
services and rites of a ceremonial nature”,

This right {8 supported by the following
laws:

A free performance of religlous rites ls
wuaranteed &s long a&s it does not interfere
with public order and is not accompanled
by Interference with the rights of citizens of
the Soviet Unlon. Local authoritles possess
the right in such cases to adopt ail neces-
sary measures t0 preserve public order and
safety. (Decree of Jan. 23, 1918, art. §.)

Interference with the performance of re-
liglous rites, In go far a8 they do not en-
danger public order and are not accompanied
by Infringements on the rights of others Is
punishable by compuisory labour for a period
up to six monthe. (Criminal Code, art. 127.)

3. “The right and opportunity to leass,
crect or maintain {n convenlent situations”
churches, houses or other bulldings appro-
priate for religious purposes.

I'his right is supported by the following
laws and regulations:

Bellevers belonging to a religlous soclety
with the object of making provision for thelr
requiremenss in the matter of religion may
lease under contract, free of charge, from the
Sub-District or District Executive Commit-
tes or from the Town Soviet, special bulld-
ings for the purpose of worship and objects
intended exclusively for the purposes of their
cult. (Decree of April 8, 1020, art. 10.)

Furthermore, bellevers who have formed
& religlous soclety or a group of bellevers
may use for religlous meetings other bulld-
ings which have been placed at their dis-
pesal on lease by private persons or by lo-
«al Soviets and Executlve Committecs. All
rules establlshed for houses of worship are
applicable to these bulldings. Contracts for
the use of such buildings shall be concluded
by Indlvidual believers who will be held re-
spansible for thelr execution. In additlon,
these bulldings must comply with the sani-
tary and technical butlding regulations. (De-
craes of April 8, 1929, art. 10.)

The place of worship and religlous prop-
ersy shall be handed over for the use of be-
lievers forming a religlous soclety under a
contract conluded In the name of the com-
petent District Executive Commlttee or Town
Soviet by the competent administrative de-
partment or branch, or directly by the Sub-
District Executive Committee. (Decree of
April 8, 1929, art 15.)

The construction of new places of wor-
ship may take place at the destre of religlous
societles provided that the usual technical
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building regulations and special regulations
laid down by the People's Commissariat for
Internal Afairs are observed. (Decree of
April 8, 1629, art. 45.)

4. "The right to collect from thelr co-
religlonists . . , voluntary offerings for re-
Ligious purpoees.”

This right is supported by the following
Law:

Members of groups of believers and re-
i.gious socletles may ralse subscriptions
among themselves and collect voluntary of-
izrings, both In the place of worship itself
and outside It, but only amongst the mem-
iers of the religlous association concerned
und only for purposes connected with the
L.pkeep of the place of worship and the re-
iigious property, for the engagement of min-
isters of religlon and for the expenses of
diefr executive body. Any form of forced
contribution In aid of religlous associations
i3 punishable under the Criminal Code. (De-
cree of April 8, 1029, art, 54.)

5. Right to “Impart religlous instruction
to their children either singly or in groups
¢r W have such instruction imparted by
persons whom they may employ for such
purposes.”

This right I8 supported by the following
LW

The school is separated from the Church.
Instruction in religlous doctrines is not per-
raltted In any governmental and common
schools, nor in private teaching institutions
where general subjects are taught. Persons
ray give or recelve religious instruction in
4 private manner. (Decree of Jan. 23, 1818,
ore. 9.)

Furthermore, the Soviet Government Is
prepared to include In a consular conven-
Lion to be negotiated immed!ately following
the establishment of relations between our
wwo countries provisions In which nationals
of the United States shall be granted rights
with reference to freedom of conscience and
the free exercise of religion which shall not
e less favorable than those enjoyed in the
Union of Soviet Soclallst Republics by na-
tlonals of the nation most favored in this
respect. In this connection, I bave the honor
13 call to your attentlon Articie 8 of the
Treaty between Germany and the Unlon of
Sovlet Sociallst Republics, signed at Moscow
October 12, 1825, which reads as follows:

“Natlonals of each of the Contracting
Parties . . . shall be entitled to hold religl-
cus services in churches, houses or other
buildings, rented, according to the laws of
the country, In their natlonal language or in
any other language which s customary in
thelr religion. They shall be entitled to bury
their dead {n accordance with thelr religlous
practice n burlal-grounds established and
raintained by them with the approval of
the competent authoritles, so long as they
comply with the police regulations of the
cther Party In respect of bulldings and public
Lealth.”

Furthermore, I deslre to stats that the
righta specified {n the above paragraphs will
be granted to American nationals immedi-
ately upon the establishment of relations be-
tween our two countries.

Finally. I have the honor to Inform you
that the Government of the Union of Soviet
sociallst Republics, while reserving to itself
the right of refusing visag to Americang de-
siring to enter the Unlon of Soviet Soclalist
Republics on personal grounds, does not In«
tend to base such refusals on the fact of
such persons having an acclesiastical status,

Iam fetc]

MAXIM LITVINOFF.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, after
listening to the debate, I am beginning
to get a little worried for fear that the
debate will result in the compliation of
two lists of Senators—one a list of those
who love or at least trust the people of
the Communist world, and the other
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made up of Senators who hate every
Communist ever born, and will continue
to*hate them until they die, and who
ins st that America will be destroyed if
we have anything to do with them,

In making up lists of those who would
establish closer relations with Eastern
Europe, and those who would do every-
thing possible to destroy the govern-
meats of Eastern Europe, I find that
there would be some rather unusual bed-
fellows.

On last October 20, it appears that
24 TUS. executives visited Eastern
European countries, to seek to stimulate
trade and to establish better feelings
between Eastern Europz and the United
States. I think we ought to know who
these 24 business people were.

The expedition was organized by the
late Henry Luce and 2is associates of
Tirne magazine. At the time, the press
noted that it was expected they would
be recelved by heads of state and other
officials. They were. They were wined
and dined, and well treated, as I under-
stand it, during their trip to Eastern
Europe.

The first member of that group of
businessmen mentioned in the report of
October 21, 1966, is Jobn L. Loeb, senior
partner of Carl M. Loed, Rhoades & Co.
He said he was confident the trip could
definitely further the administration's
recently stated policy of Increasing trade
with Eastern Europe. The delegation,
he said, planned to explore possibilities
of expanding financial and commercial
relations, and to develop better under-
standing of American industry.

Mr. President, the list of the execu-
tives who went on that trip intrigues
me. In addition to Mr. Loeb they in-
cluded the following:

John L. Atwood, president, North
Amrerican Aviation, Inc.; Eugene N. Bees-
ley. president, EX Lilly & Co.; James H.
Binger, chairman, Honaywell Inc.; Wil-
liam Blackie, chairmar, the Caterpillar
Tractor Co.; Edgar M. Bronfman, presi-
dent, Joseph E. Seagrem & Sons, Inc.;
Joseph F. Cullman 3d, president, Philip
Morris Inc., and Russell DeYoung, chair-
man, the Goodyear Tirz & Rubber Co.

Also A. P. Fontalne, chalrman, the
Bendix Corp.; Henry Ford II, chairman
of the board of the Ford Motor Co.;
Keith Funston, president of the New
York Stock Exchange; Gordon Grand,
president, Olin Matlieson Chemical
Corp.; John D. Harper. president of the
Aluminum Company of America; Robert
E. Ingersoll, chairman, the Borg-Warher
Corp.; George A. Murphy, chairman, Irv-
ing Trust Co.; Robert S, Oelman, chair-
man, National Cash Register Co.; Frank
Pace Jr., president, International Exec-
utive Service Corp., and S. Warner Pach,
president, Glllette Safety Razor Co.

Also. Henry R. Robderts, president,
Connecticut General Li‘e Insurance Co.;
Willard F. Rockwell Jr., president, Rock-
weil-Standard Corp.; ¢, William Verity
Jr. president, Armco Steel Corp.; Leslie
H. Warner, president, General Telephone
& Electronics Corp.; Eawleigh Warner
Jr. president, Mobil O] Corp., and Ken-
drick R. Wilson Jr,, chairman, Avco
Corp.

In addition, there were traveling with
those people Dr. Alexander Heard, chan-
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cellor of Vanderbilt University, and
Whitney Young, Jr., executive director
of the National Urban League.

It may be said that this group trav-
eled only to Hungary, Rumania, Czech-
oslovakia, Poland, and Yugoslavia.
While that is true, Mr, Auer at thaf
time pointed out that they had made
two similar trips in the past, one to the
Soviet Union in 1963 and another to
southeast Asia—where there is a war go-
ing on now—in 1965.

Al the participants paid their own

way. The story will be found on pages
106 to 108 of the transcript of hearings
on the consular treaty.

What puzzles me is are all these well-
known businessmen, each of them heads
of billion-dollar corporations, sympa-
thetic to communism, or are they dis-
trustful of the form of government
which we have had here in the United
States, which has permitted them to be-
come the heads of billion-dollar corpo-
rations? It all does not make sense.

Of course, they went over there to
make more business for themselves. In
order to do that, they had to establish
more friendly relations with these coun-
tries of Eastern Europe.

I just hope that when the lists are
made of the people who sympathize with
communism, or trust it, and those who
hate it from the day they are born un-
til the day they die, the names of these
gentlemen - will not be included in the
list of sympathizers.

Mr, TALMADGE. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
understand that the yeas and nays have
been asked for and ordered on the pend-
ing amendment, the amendment of the
Senator from Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
30-minute time limitation on the pending
amendment, the time to be divided
equally between the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr, TatMapce] and
the Senator from Montana [Mr, Mans-
FIELD].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, in
the absence of the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, who is absent on official business
at this time, I would like to make a few
brief remarks in his behalf, and in my
behalf as well, on Executive Amendment
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No. 1 as proposed by the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. TaLMADGE] yesterday.

The effect'of the amendment would be
to change the provisions in the conven-
tion which grant unrestricted immunity
from the criminal jurisdiction of the
receiving State to the consular officers
and employees of the sending State in
two respects. First, consular employees
would no longer have any immunity
from criminal jurisdiction, Second,
consular officers, as distinguished front
employees, would have immunity only
for misdemeanors, but not for felonies.

May I raise this hypothetical question:
Suppose there were an Ameriean official
in the Embassy at Moscow. He would
have diplomatic immunity, which would
give him unrestricted immunity. from
criminal jurisdiction. But what would
happen to him, if this amendment wers
agreed to, if he were transferred to 4
consulate in the Soviet Union? He would
lose his unrestricted immunity and would
be immune only for misdemeanors.

T do not see why there should be a
difference between the protection enjoyed
by a consular official and that enjoyed by
a diplomatic official, especially in view of
the fact that three decades ago we joined
the two so that we now have a combined
diplomatic and consular service in- this
country. :

Mr. President, I believe that this
amendment should be opposed for the
following reasons.

In the first place, the amendment
would make it impossible for the United
States to open a consulate in the Soviet
Union because, as the Department of
State has stated in a memorandum which
appears on page 138 of the hearings on
the convention:

We would not send American officlals o
clerical employees to serve in the U.SSE.
without this protection.

The memorandum makes it clear that
the protection referred to is full immu-
nity from criminal jurisdiction for both
consular officers and consular employees
and I am talking about American con-
sular officers and American consular em-
ployees. This point is emphasized in a
letter received today by Senator Fur-
BRIGHT, chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, from the Assistant
Secretary of State for Congressional Re-
lations in which he stated:

Secretary Rusk has stated and I would
like to repeat that we would not open a
consulate in the Soviet Union, and send our
consular officers and employees to such an
office, without the protection of full crim-
inal immunity.

In the second place, I understand that
the Soviets would be unwilling to renego-
tiate the convention if Senator Tar-
MADGE’S amendment were agreed to, so
that, in effect, the amendment would kill
the treaty. The Assistant Secretary of
State’s letter to which I have referred
previously said:

In our judgment an attempt at renego-
tiation would be fruitless and would result
in there being no treaty.

As I have said before, I am convinced
that the treaty is in the national interest
and would naturally be opposed to any
amendment which would result in there
being no treaty.
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In the third place, I would like to point
out that the treaty was submitted to the
Senate on June 12, 1964, and then re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. It has thus been before the
committee for almost 3 years. There
has been ample time, therefore, to submit
amendments and reservations to the
treaty.

Amendments and reservations should
have been proposed while the treaty was
under active consideration in the com-
mittee so that they could be examined
thoroughly. In a matter as delicate and
complicated as the convention we are
considering, amendments should not be
made in haste, at the last minute, and
without serious consideration. The fact

‘that an amendment is proposed 4t the

final hour indicates to me that the true
intent of the amendment is to defeat
the treaty.

Finally, Mr. President, while none of
us certainly wishes to denigrate fhe
power of the Senate to amend a treaty
or to attach reservations to it, the fact
is that amendments or reservations re-
quire a majority vote, while advice and
consent to ratification requires a two-
thirds vote. When .an amendment or
reservation is proposed that is of such
importance that it involves the life or
death of the treaty, the effect of such
an amendment or reservation is to make
the two-thirds rule ineffective and to
substitute for it a majority vote.

I ask unanimous consent to include
in the Recorp a letter to the chairman
of the committee, dated March 9, 1967,
from William B, Macomber, Jr., As-
sistant Secretary of State for Congres-
sional Relations.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1967.
Hon. J. W, FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washingion, D.C.

DrAR M, CHAIRMAN: I have been asked by
the Secretary to reply to your letter of March
8, 1967 which requests our view on the
amendment proposed by Senator Talmadge
to the Consular Convention between the
United States and the Soviet Union.

This amendment is, in effect, a demand
for renegotiation of the Convention in such
a way as to alter fundamentally the nature
of Article. 19, concerning. the immunity of
consular personnel from criminal jurisdic-
tion. In our judgment an attempt at rene-
gotiation would be fruitless and would result
in there belng no treaty. As Secretary Rusk
has emphasized previously, we consider this
treaty essential to obtaining rights we need
for the protection of Americans travelling
in the Soviet Union.

Moreover, we consider the immunity provi-
sions as they are now set forth in Article 19
of the Convention to be in the best interest

- of the United States.

The adverse effect of this amendment
would be twofold, It first would substitute
for the full eriminal immunity provision of
Article 19(2) language often used in our ’
earlier consular conventions, which in effect
grants immunity to consular officers from
the local jurisdiction only for misdemeanors.
The second effect of this amendment would
be to deny any immunity whatscever to
consular employees,

The Department of State strongly opposes
this amendment. The matter of full im-
munity from Soviet criminal jurisdiction for
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our consular officers and employees 18 one of
the lmportant benefits of this Convention
for the United States. Secretary Rusk has
s:ated and I would like to repeat that we
would not open a consulate in the Soviet
Union, and send our consular officers and
employees to such an office, without the pro-
taction of full eriminal immunity. The pur-
pose of Article 18(2) s to protect our con-
sular personnel from arbitrary Soviet
pressures, whether they are motivated by
t1e purpose of retallation or otherwise,
If T can be of any further assistance to
yau, please let me know.
Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, JT..
Assistent Secretary for Congressional
fRelations.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President. will
t1e Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
t.me of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yicld myself 1
ninute,

Mr. PASTORE. Is it not fair to as-
sime that, regardless of how one feels
about this consular treaty, whether he
is for it or against it, this amendment
would be to the disadvantage of Ameri-
cin nationals?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. PASTORE. They would be re-
quired to go to Russia and live in &
closed society, whereas other nationals
would come to this country in an open
society.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
carrect,

The protection we seck i{n this treaty
for our eonsular officials would be done
avay with if a US. consulate were es-
tablished in the Soviet Union. Under
this treaty, however, so far as Soviet
cmployees in & consulate in this country
are concerned, they would continue to
be given the full benefit of American law
ad protection of the Constitution. The
treaty would not deprive them of this
senefit and protection bul our people in
the Soviet Union would receive the
same treatment that a Soviet citizen
receives,

Mr. PASTORE. Alse, in the case of &
felony committed in our country, an in-
d:vidual is entitled to & hearing before
A grand jury, before he is Indicted and
“efore he is brought to trial, and he
must be given a trial by his peers. But
naw, by a reciprocal agreement, If we
irvoke this restriction as against, let us
say, Russia, and we allow our natlonals
i go there and not have immunity in
ihie case of a felony. they would not be
entitled to grand jury hearings. they
would not be entitled to an indictment,
shey would not be entitled to a judg-
ment by their peers.

It oceurs to me that while there may be
a certain connotation to this amendment
which would show that we do not want
these Russians to come to this country
and to be immune in the case of a felony.
w2 are forgetiing the reciprocity in-
volved, which would outweigh the disad-
vantage experienced by American na-
iionals serving In a U.S. consulate in
Russia, who would be placed in a preju-
diced position.

Mr. MANSFIELD. This feature
should be of Interest: If the Russians
:huse the immunity provision of the
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conventlon, we may terminate the agree-
ment on 6 months’ notice, under article
30.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I eall attention to one
example where the adoptlon of this
amendment would be very much to the
disadvantage of the United States.

The senior Senator from Rhode Island
will recall that when we were In Moscow
3 years ago, we were very pointedly ad-
vised that photographing a bridge Is a
crime in Russta, whereas in the United
States. you can photograph 10,000
bridges, and still it Is not a crime. In
many other instances, an action would
be considered a crime in Russia which
would be considered a misdemeanor or
no violation at all in the United States.

If we adopt this amendment, we would
forgo the protection for our people who
20 to Russia—protection which is af-
forded to Russians who come to the
United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
shall yield myself 1 minute, and I wish
to reserve the remainder of my time.

So far as I am concerned, the most
important feature about this treaty is
that it protects Americans in the Soviet
Union—tourists as well as consular offi-
cials and employees. That is a feature
we should always keep in mind.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would rather
withhold my time. Does the Senator de-
sire 1 minute?

Mr. ALLOTT. A parliamentary in-
Juiry—

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 2 minutes
-0 the Senator from Colorado.

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for 2
minutes. .

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President. I was
ot aware, at the time I left the floor,
hat a unanimous-consent agreement on
Ame had been given.

I wish to join generally in the state-
ment made by the distinguished major-
ity leader and In the colloquy with the
Senator from Rhode Island and the Sen-
ator from Vermont,

I have studied this matler intermina-
hly, as have many Senators, and at the
moment T am not prepared to commit
myself as being either for or against the
Consular Convention.

As I view the Consular Convention,
“hree arguments can be made in favor
of it: one, the protection of our tourists
and businessmen who go to Russia: two.
<he protection of the consulate and its
employves; and. three, what other bene-
Ats mav come from the establishment of
a consulate in the Soviet Union.

It is my view of this matter that if
we were to adopt this amendment, the
Senate might just as well stop con-
sldering the Consular Convention. be-
cause if we would derive one thing from
.t. it would be the protection of ow own
people in the Soviet Union. To put the
matter another way, {t would be un-
vhinkable that we would send people to &
consulate in the Soviet Union and make
their immunity apply only to what is
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recognized as a misdemeancr in this
country.

I am not prepared «t this moment to
make a commitment cn the convention:
but if we are to receive anything from
the convention, we must have complete
immunity as a part o7 it. Therefore, I
urge Senators not 1o vote for this
arendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yizlds time?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Most of the debate today on the Con-
sular Convention has centered around
the merits and demetits of the treaty.
I agree that the treaty does have some
acvantages. I agree that under certain
conditions it ought to be ratified by the
Senate. But let us keep the real issue
in perspective. If Senators will turn
to page 10 of the message from the Pres-
ident of the United States transmitting
the convention, they will find that a:-
ticle 19, paragraph 2, reads:

Consular officers and employees of the
cosular establishment who are nationals of
th2 sending state shall er:joy Immunity from

the criminal jurisdiction of the receiving
stute,

Mr. President, this Is the first con-
sular convention in the entire history of
th2 Republic in which total immunity
has been granted to consular officers.
In 1790, during the administration of
President Washington, immunity was
granted to embassy oficers or officials
who are located in the capital of the
receiving state and who are dealing with
the day-to-day diplomatic questions
that affect their countries. But never
belore in the history of our Republic
have we granted immunity to consular
officers.

Who are the consular officers and em-
ployees? They are persons who are
located in Atlanta, Ge.: In Providence,
R.”.; in Cleveland, Ohlo; in Jacksonville,
Fli.; and who are there to deal with
economic matters so as to promote the
interests of their coutries.

'This convention proposes to give them
the same immunity that ambassadors
and members of abassadorial staffs have.

Note that the language is “consular
off cers and employees.” The immunity
that would be granted is absolute, com-
plete, and total. It would affect the
criminal laws of all 50 States and every
criminal statute of the entire United
States of America.

dow broad is this provision? It is
broad enough so that a janitor in a con-
suar office could assassinate a President
of the United States, aad what would be
his punishment?  All ve could do would
be to bid him farewell. We could not
punish him, but only oid him farewell.
We could declare him 1o be persona non
grita.

Mr. PASTORE. Mi. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. 1 yield.

Mr. PASTORE. But in terms of rec-
iprocity, if we sent one of our nationals
to the Soviet Union and he were accused
of assassinating Kosyg:n, he would have
as much immunity thsre as a Russian
would have immunity here.
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The point that I make is that what-
Ever we give, we recetve, as well. If I
were to be tried for a crime or were to be
accused of a crime in Russia——

Mr. TALMADGE. I am not prepared
to yield for & speech. Iam speaking on
limited time,

Mr. PASTORE. Would not the Sena-
tor agree that if T were to be accused of
a crime, I would rather be aceused in the
United States than I would in Moscow?

Mr. TALMADGE. T wi] agree with
that; certainly.

Mr. PASTORE, If I were——

Mr, TALMADGE. I do not yield for
a speech. The contention of the Seng-
tor from Rhode Island is absolutely
correct. But I would point out that the
US. embassy officials and consular offi-
officers of the United States of America
do not go to other countries to engage

criminal activity or in treason.
Crime is not an instrument of policy of
the United States of America, Crime is
an instrument of policy of the Soviet
Union.

Mr, PASTORE.
the Senator yield? )

Mr. TALMADGE. I will yield for a
question only.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes. Is it not true
that although our embassy personnel
may not go to Russia with that motive,
they could be charged wrongly with that
activity, and that that is what we are
trying to protect them against?

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is cor-
rect, but I do not agree that after al-
most 200 years of the history of our Re-
public we should select the Soviet Union
for this grant of total and complete im-~
munity, For the record shows that they
have used every one of thelr offices,
whether embassy or consular offices, for
esplonage and subversion. I am not in
favor of granting such complete and
total immunity to the Soviet Union,

Under our most favored nation pro-
vision every other country on the face
of the earth that had g provision that
that contained the mogt favored nation
treatment could request complete im-
muntty If we sign this convention,

Imagine what it would mean to have
consular officials of the Soviet Union
throughout Latin America and through-
out the world with total and complete
grants of immunity, They would have a
license to engage in espionage world-
wide,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
time of the Senator hag expired,

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr, President, I
yield myself 5 additional minutes,

I do not need to tell the Senate the
long history that the Soviet Union has
had in this country, with us expelling
their embassy officials for espionage,

As a matter of fact, in 1948, Russian
consular officials were foreibly holding
Oksana Kasenkina, a refugee, against
her wili in the New York consulate office
and in order to escape she was foreced to
jump from the third floor of the con-~
sulate,

When they did that, we expelled their
consular general and they closed their
three consulate offices in the United
States.

In coneclusion, I wish to say that I am
not trying to kill this treaty. It has

Mr. President, will
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many provisions which I think are de-
sirable, but I cannot, for the life of me,
understand why we should grant total,
complete, and absolute immunity,
These consular officers would be soat-
tered throughout the United Stetes,
could assassinate, murder, torture, com-
mit treason, and rape with absolute im-
punity. All that we could do would be
to.declare them to be persona non grata
and send them home,

I think that the amendment should be
agreed to,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield me 3 of his min-
utes?

Mr. TALMADGE. 1 yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Montana,

Mr. MANSFIELD. 1 yield 2 of those
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. :

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
would rather vote against the treaty
than accept this amendment and vote
for the treaty with the amendment in
it

Russia could pass a law tomorrow say-
ing that whoever goes by Lenin’s tomb
and does not genufleet is guilty of a fel-
ony. That passerby could be an Amer-
ican and he could be tried under Russian
law, and he could go to Jall for 10 years
under Russian law, and there is nothing
we could do about it

The reciprocity that it is involved
should be considered. It is true that we
are taking a risk by giving Immunity to
all Russlan nationals who are sent here
and that our only alternative would be
to send them hack to Russia persona
non grata.

At the same time it must be realized
that we are recelving as much as we
are giving; and we are giving protection
to Americans who go there and could he
charged under Russian law with a felony
under eircumstances that we in this
country would consider ridiculous,

We are buying safety for Americans
who go to Russia. That is why I am
against this amendment,

The statement of the Senator from
Georgia is true when he sald that they
could come here, commit murder, and
have immunity; byt by the same token
we could go there and haye Immunity,
The argument is made that we do not g0
there for that murderous purpose, That
is true, but we could be charged with
that burpose, and that {s what we are
trying to protect our nationals against,

As far as being treated in an open so-
ciety as an American as against being
treated as an American In a closed so-
ciety, like Russia, T would take my
chances on thig immunity and say that
it is to the advantage of American na-
tionals,

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I

. yield myself the remainder of the time,

Mr. President, reference has been
made to the Kasenking, case, She wag
not a refugee. She was an employee of
the Soviet consulate in New York,

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE, But she was trying
to escape and get asylum,

Mr, MANSFIELD, Yes, but she was
an employee of the Soviet consulate
there, teaching officials of the consulate.
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If that bad heen an American consu-
late in the Soviet Union, and the same
thing had happened there, I would have
wanted the offieials of the American con-
sulate to go down and aet in the same
way in the Soviet Union that the Rus-
sian officials acted in New York.

Mr. President, a great deal has been
said about the grant of unrestricted
immunity from criminal jurisdiction to
consular offieers and employees. May I
repeat at this point a portion of the
Temarks made hy the distinguished
Chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations on the floor of the Senate on
March 7. He gaid: :

This provision is a new departure for the
United States, In other consular conven-
tions to which the United States is a party,
such immunity has applied only to mis-
demeanors and not to felonies.

On the other hand, as far as diplomatic
immunity is concerned, nations observe an
even broader immunity which extends not
only to criminal jurisdiction but to civil
Jurisdiction as well and also applies to the
familles of diplomatic officers, Our diplo-
mats in the Soviet Union, and indeed all
over the world, have such immunity, as do
all foreign diplomats, including Soviet diplo-
mats here,

In other words, this convention brings
the protection which those working in con-
sulates enjoy more closely into line with
the protection those working in embassies
have. , ., ’ ,

But those who are concerned about the
immunity provision in this convention are
not interested in the disappearing distine-
tions between diplomatic and consular
immunities. Their interest in the immu-
nity provision is a result of their fear of
esplonage,

They see a danger in the immunity pro-
vision because if 5 Soviet Intelligence officer
assigned to a Soviet consulate in the United
States were to commit espionage he could
not be prosecuted, Like any Soviet official
assigned to the Soviet embassy in Washing-
ton who committeq esplonage, he could only
be expelled,

It is & fact of life—an unpleasant fact,
to be sure—that all of those assigned to
foreign embassies and consulates in the
United States and all of the Americans
assigned to our embassies and consulates
abroad are not what they appear to be.

Some are not career diplomatic and con-
sular personnel but intelligence officers,
The Soviets use embassies and consulates
for intelligence purposes as do other coun-
tries including the United States. Perhaps
in a gentler age this may not have been true,
but it is the case in the world today. In
this sense, there 1s a common interest in-
volved, for I gather that both we and the
Soviets would prefer to have our intelligence
officers expelled rather than Imprisoned.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, T
yield myself such time as I may require.

Section 2 of article XIX was inserted
In the treaty at the express and urgent
demand of the Soviet Union.

This is the first time in the history of
ouwr Republic that it has ever made a
consular convention with any country at
& time when the Soviet Union is fur-
nishing supplies to maim and kill half a
million Americans in southeast Asia.

It strikes me as being 3 most inop-
portune time to grant g proposal of
total, absolute, and complete ‘criminal
Immunity to the Soviet Union, It will
be the enly nation on the face of the
earth to whom such a provision will have
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What has happencd since we made
this convention with the Soviet Union?

A similar consular convention was
negotiated with Great Britain. What
happened?

Something happened to & British of-
ficer named Burke in the Soviet Union,
and the British have not yet ratified the
consular convention.

A similar consular convention was
negotiated with Japan, The Japanese
have not yet ratified this convention.

This Is the first convention with any
nation on the face of the earth, coming
before the Senate this afternoon, to
grant total, complete, and absolute
criminal immunity to a Soviet consular
officer and his staff, even to the janitors.

Mr. President, I do not belive that the
Senate should be stampeded into any
such position, desplte the proposal of the
State Department that they never want
anything which they handle changed in
any way.

They do not realize that the responsi-
bility on the Senate constitutionally is
to advise and consent.

That is what I am seeking to do here
today, to advise and consent.

I am seeking to advise the State De-
parment that it should not give janitors
in consular offices In the Soviet Embassy
freedom to assassinate the President of
the United States, and then our only re-
course would be to bid him farewell when
we send him back to the Soviet Union.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr President, will
the Senator from Georgla yield briefly?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yleld.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia hes said
about the Japanese and British consular
conventions is correct. What the Sena-
tor did not say was that those consular
conventions, if and when ratified, will
extend far beyond the convention now
before the Senate, because it is my un-
derstanding—and I stand subject to cor-
rection’—that it ineludes families of con-
sular officers as well.

Mr. TALMADGE. I do not know. I
would accept the Senator’s word. He is
or. the committee, and I am not.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say that in
response to the questlon inherent in
the—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair interposes to ask the Senator from
Georgia whether he will withhold his re-
quest to yield back the remainder of his
time.

Mr, TALMADGE. Yes, Mr. President,
[ do.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say to the
Sanator from Georgia, first, that T am
dzeply grateful to him for his customary
courtesy and consideration. The ques-
tion inherent in this body on voting was
raised in committee. In reply to & ques-
tion ralsed by the Senator from Ohlo
| Mr. LauscHE], here is Secretary of State
Rusk’s answer:

Because when we look at this proposal—

Full immunity, that {s—-
and look at the reciprocal advantages tsell
for having the same arrangements for our
people in the Soviel Union, we felt that this
would be & constructive thing to do from the
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polat of view of our own interest; otherwise,
we would have sald no, let us not have any
consular conventlon.

Thus, I think this is an important
gquestion which has been discussed in part
in the committee.

Mr. TALMADGE. If the Senator will
yleld at that point, I am not trylng to
say that the Soviet Unlon should not
have consular officers in this country. I
merely say that they and their staffs and
employees should not have total and ab-
solute criminal immunity.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But the Senator
would agree that this is a reciprocal pro-
posal which would apply to our people in
the Soviet Union on the same basis,
would he not?

Mr. TALMADGE. It applies to both,
but the Soviets use crime, torture, as-
sassination, and treason &s {nstruments
of national policy. Our Government
dces not.

Mir. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. TALMADGE. Iam happy to yleld
1 minute to the Senator from South
Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota s recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. MUNDT. In support of the per-
suasive arguments made by the Senator
from Georgia, let me say that it would
be a lerific indictment of the State
Department and our negotlators if all
the advantages attributed to thls kind
of immunity actually obtained as de-
seribed by the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasToRE], because our
negotiators did not ask for them. They
were forced on us by the Russians. Thus,
if, in fact, all these benefits will accrue,
1 think that we must look at the whole
{reaty with a jaundiced cye because our
negotiators badly let us down. During
years of negotiation, they never asked for
tais immunity until, finally, they ylelded
to pressure by the Soviets, and they put
it in.

Quite obviously, the Soviets must feel
that there is some advantage to be gained
kere, or they would not have insisted on
iz

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has now expired.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
{he Senator from Georgla yleld?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has now expired.

The question i5 on agreeing to the
amendment.

On this question the veas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louislana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTierT), the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. BRewsTeR), the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from
Washington |Mr. Macnuson], the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE!, the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE], and the
Senator from Mississippl [Mr. STENNIS]
are absent on official business.
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1 a’s0 announce that tha Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Cannon], the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLarg], the Senator
from Louislana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the
Benator from Indlana [Mr. HARTKE], the
Senaior from Ohio [Mr, LavsceEe], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
and the Senator from Oh.o [Mr. Younc]
are recessarily absent.

I further announce thaf, if present and
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsteR], the Senator from Washing-
ton Mr. MacnUsoN], the Senator from
Orcgon [Mr. Morsel, and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youne] would each vote
“nay.”

On Lhis vote, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon] is paired with the Senator
fromr. New York [Mr. Kennepyl. If pres-
ent und voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote “yea,” and tke Senator from
New York would vote “ney.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ohio
IMr LauscHe] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvanie. [Mr. CLARKI.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Pennsylvania would vote “nay.”

01 this vote, the Senator from Mis-
sissippl [Mr. Stennis] Is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Mississippi would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Louisiana would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Brookel, the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. Cooper), and the Senafor from
Wyoming [Mr, HaNsEN! are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Tllinois [Mr. DIRK-
sen] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Douivickl, and the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Proury] are necessarily
absent.

It present and voting, the Senator
from Massachuselts [Mr. Brookel, the
Serator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPEr],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
and the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dournick] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 26,
navs 53, as follows:

[No. 58 Lez.]

YEAS—26
Bihie QGruening Mundt
Byid, Va. Hill Murphy
Byrd, W. Va.  Holland Russell
Cotton Hollings 8pong
Curtls Hruska Talmadge
Dold Jordan, Idano Thurmond
Eastland Long, La. Tower
Enin McClellan Williams, Del.
Fannin Montoya

NAYS—H3
Ajken Hickenlooper Moss
Allott Inouye Nelson
Anderson Jackson Pastore
Bager Javits Pearson
Bayh Jordan, N.C.  Pell
Beanett Kennedy, Mass. Percy
Boigs Kuchel Proxmire
Burdick Long, Mo. Randolph
Carison Mansfleld Ribicoft
Case McCarthy Scott
Church McGee Smith
Fong McGovern Sparkman
Fulbright Mclntyre Symington
Griffin Metcalf Tydings
Harris Miller Wiliiems, K.J.
Hert Mondale Yarborough
Heatfleld Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Hayden Morton
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NOT VOTING—21

Bartlett Dominick Magnuson

Brewster Ellender Morse

Brooke Gore Muskie

Cannon Hansen Prouty

Clark Hartke Smathers

Cooper Kennedy, N.Y. Stennis

Dirksen Lausche Young, Ohio
So Mr. TaLmance’s amendment was re-

jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there further amendments?

If there are no further amendments,
is there objection to the treaty being
considered as having passed through its
various parliamentary stages up to and
including the presentation of the resolu-
tion of ratification?

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Chair yield for
a parliamentary inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senate will state it.
* Mr. MUNDT. The Senate has always
been so slow to legislate and so quick to
ratify treaties that we are not as fami-
liar with the rules on treates as we are
on legislation. So, although no Senator
has suggested, to me at least, that he
has other amendments to propose which
are not in the form of reservations, I
think it might be appropriate, Mr, Pres-
ident, if the Chair inquired now, while
we have so many Senators present,
whether there is anyone else who wishes
to offer such an amendment.

The FRESIDING OFPICER. Are
there further amendments to be offered?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
since apparently there are no further
amendments, it is my understanding that
we must reach the point of presentation
of the resolution of ratification before
reservations become eligible for consider-
ation. ’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator Is correct. Reservations and
understandings are not eligible for con-
sideration until after the presentation
of the resolution of ratification.

Mr. MUNDT. If we now agree that
there are no further amendments, that
will not prevent any Senator from later
offering a reservation about which we
may not have been informed up to this
point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No fur-
ther amendments would be in order.
The Senator is correct, reservations
would be in order.

Mr. MUNDT. That is why I suggested
that the Chalr inquire whether there
were any further amendments. If there
are not, I would see no objection to pro-
ceeding with the presentation of the
resolution of ratification.

Mr. HRUSKA, Mr,
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. HRUSKA. Is there any urgent
need for obtaining this unanimous con-
sent at this time? In deference to other
Senators who may not be present, or who
may wish time, overnight, to decide
whether to offer an amendment, would
it not be well, in the absence of urgent
need, to defer this unanimous-consent
request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chalr has simply laid the question before
the Senate, because reservations and
understandings would not be in order

President, a
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until a resolution of ratification has heen
presented and reported to the Senate.
The decision as to whether to move to
that stage is a matter of policy over
which the Senate has control.

~ Mr.HRUSKA. M. President, I should
just like to observe that if there is any-
one who does wish to submit an amend-
ment, he would be foreclosed from now
on; this is a substantial right in a very
important matter, and I just wonder if
action on the unanimous-consent re-
quest could be delayed until a future
time,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, the
purpose of the request was to Iollow the
regular procedure which has been fol-
lowed many times before. The question
has been raised, and inquiriés have been
made privately among Senators. There
has been no response to the question
raised by the Presiding Officer, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma, as
to whether there were further amend-
ments, and it would just be in the in-
terests of orderly procedure to move for-
ward. Nobody’s rights are foreclosed.
We have to reach this point before reso-
lutions of reservations become eligible
for consideration; and the Senator from
Maine, the Senator from South Dakota,
and others who have reservations and
understandings pending or might wish
to offer a resolution of reservation would
be foreclosed from having such matters
considered until this point is reached.

Mr. HRUSKA. With -that explana-
tion, Mr, President, I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no objection, the convention will
be considered as having passed through
its various stages up to and including
the presentation of the resolution of
ratification, which the clerk will now
state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators pres-
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the ratification of the
Consular Convention between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, together with a protocol
relating thereto, signed at Moscow on June 1,
1964 (Executive D, Eighty-eighth Congress
second sesston).

Mr., MUNDT. Mr. President, for the
information of the Senate, I have sent
to the desk today two reservations, which
will be printed and on the desks of Sena~
tors tomorrow morning., Ihave been ad-
vised by the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Maine [Mrs. Smrtu] that she
has sent to the desk today an amendment
in the form of an understanding to the
resolution of ratification, which will also
be relevant, for consideration at this
point, and which will be printed and on
the desks of Senators tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes 1ts business today, it
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock
noon tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

S3471

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE. PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, was com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Ceisler,
one of his secretaries.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT ON MA-
CHINERY AND EQUIPMENT—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.
DOC. NO. 81)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As in
legislative session, the Chair lays he-
fore the Senate a message from the Pres-
ident of the United States on the invest-
ment tax credit on machinery and
equipment, Without objection, the mes-
sage from the President will be printed
in the Recorp, without being read, and
will be appropriately referred.

The message from the President was
referred to the Committee on Finance,
as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

On September 8, 1966, I asked the
Congress to suspend temporarily the 7-
percent investment tax credit for ma-
chinery and equipment and the tax
benefits of accelerated depreciation on
buildings.

That suspension was specifically de-
signed to relieve excessive pressure on
the overheated capital goods industries
and the resulting strain on our financial
markets, My economic advisers and I
believed that the measures then proposed
would relleve the acute inflationary
pressures of the capital boom on the
capacity of our machinery producers,
the supplies of skilled workers, interest
rates, and the availability of credit for
private homebuilding,

The Congress promptly enacted the
legislation. The legislation provided for
automatic restoration of these special
tax provisions on January 1, 1968, At
the time I signed the bill into law, I
stated:

If ... any earlier reinstatement would
be appropriate, I shall recommend prompt
legislative action to accomplish that result.

In enacting the law, the Congress and
the administration assumed the obliga-
tion to terminate this selective fiscal re-
straint and restore these tax incentives
as soon as changes in the situation justi-
fied such action, The reports to the
Congress of both the House Ways and
Means Committee and the Senate Fi-
nance Committee stated:

- If military requirements in southeast
Asia should decrease before January 1, 1968,
or if for some other reason 1t should become
apparent that suspension of the investment
credit and suspension of the use of the
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accelerated depreclation methods with re-
spect to buildings are no lomger necessary
to restrain inflatlon, the <Congress can
promptly terminate the suspensions. The
Administration has also Indicated that 1t
would recommend terminating the suspen-
sion period before January 1, 1968, under
such conditions.

In appearing before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, the Secretary of the
Treasury testified:

‘The Administration will be alert W any
change 1n the situation and will be prepared
to recommend terminating the suspension
period before January 1, 1968, Il a change In
circurastances makes thet at all possible, and
1 would hope that the Congress would, In
turn, be willing to entertaln such a recom-
mendatlon.

When I signed the bill last fall, I listed
clearly what my economic advisers and
I expected the legislation to accomplish.
I said it would help “restore more nor-
mal interest rates and ease tight money
and credit conditions; free funds and re-
sources for homebuilding and other es-
sential uses; trim down excessive backlog
of machinery orders; curb upward pres-
sures on prices and costs of capital
goods; guard against a needless repeti-
tion of the old pattern of boom and bust
in capital spending; and improve our cur-
rent balance-of-payments positions.”

In the 6 months since Congress re-
ceived the temporary suspension legis-
lation it has already effectively done the
job we hoped it would do.

INTEREST RATES

Since last September, aided by action
of the Federal Reserve Board, interest
rates have fallen dramatically: 3-month
Treasury bills—down 22.2 percent; long-
term Treasury securities—down 9.3 per-
cent; new corporate Aa bonds—down 12
percent; new municipal bonds—down
15.1 percent,

FUNDS FOR HOMEBUILDING

Funds are again flowing into our thrift
institutions, Savings and loan associa-
tions—our key mortgage lenders—ac-
cumulated funds at an annual rate of
only $100 million last spring and sum-
mer. Subsequent to our action last Sep-
tember, there has been 8 very sharp rise
in taelr accumulation of funds. From
October 1966 through January 1967, thelr
accounts grew at an annual rate of $8
billion,

Mortgage interest rates have started
to come down, and new housing starts
have now risen for the last 3 months in
a TOW.

BACKLOGS OF MACHINERY ORDERS

Last September, new orders for ma-
chinery and equipment were 18 percent
higher than a year earlier, and order
backlogs had grown 28 percent over that
period. Order backlogs for machine
tools were particularly large.

Ocders for machinery and equipment
have declined steadily since September,
by & total of 7 percent. Order backlogs
have leveled off, and in January actually
declined for the flrst time since June
1962. For machine tools, backlogs have
fallen substantially, as shipments ex-
ceeced orders by 17 percent in Decem~
ber and January.
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PRESBURES ON PRICES AND COSTS OF CAPITAL
GOODS

The machine industry had been strain-
ing their capacity—running close to 100
percent of maximum use—in August
1966. Between August and January the
average utillzation rate of capacity has
declined to a healthier and more efficient
rate. For makers of electrical machin-
ery, the decline Is from 97 percent to
91.5 percent.

Acute shortages of skilled labor, that
plagued the machinery industries last
spring and summer, are gradually dis-
appearing.

GUARDING AGAINST BOOM AND BUST

Iir 1965, plant and equipment spend-
iny rose 16 percent. In 1966, it rose 17
percent.  That was an unsustainable
pace. At that rate, the capital boom
was headed for a bust. Now, the latest
survey of investment plans for 1967,
conducted by the Department of Com-
merce and the Securities and Exchange
Commission, shows & modest Increase
of less than 4 percent. That is & sus-
tainable pace of advance.

BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

During the first three quarters of 1966,
imports of capital equipment soared an
average of 14 percent a quarter. In the
fourth quarter of 1966 the rise was only
3.9 percent, and this partly reflected
deliveries against earlier orders. Now
that domestic producers can take care of
domestic demands, this extra drain on
our balance of payments should be al-
leviated.

On the basis of thls evidence, it is
clear that the investment credit and
accelerated depreciation, consistent with
our promise and in justice to our soclety,
should now be safely restored. Although
the demand for capltal goods continues
to be strong and remain at record levels,
my Council of Economic Advisers in-
forms me that it no longer threatens Lo
strain our growing ability to produce.

In fulfiliment of the commitment made
by this administration as well as the
Congress at the time we asked that these
tax incentives be suspended, and in ac-
cordance with the strong recommenda-
tions of my Councll of Economic Ad-
visers, the Secretary of the Treasury,
the Secretary of Defense, and the Direc-
tor of the Budget, I recommend imme-
diate and prompt reinstatement of the
7-percent-investment tax credit and ac-
celerated depreclation.

I recommend restoration of these in-
centives effective today, the date on
which legislation will be introduced in
the Congress.

1 urge the Congress to act promptly
on this legislation without delay so that
there will be no uncertainty or doubt
in our free enterprise community.

In dolng so0, the Congress and the ad-
ministration can show the country and
the world once again that we can and
will work together for stable prosperity
in our growing and free economy.

LyNpon B. JOHNSON.

Tue Waite House, March 9, 1967,

March 9, 1967,

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I
commend the President of the United
States for the action he has just taken
on the T-percent-investment tax credit
and accelerated depreciation.

I have not read the message, but I
understand that it will reir.state the leg-
islation after a certain deate.

I stated last fall that this was an un-
fortunate move to be taken by the ad-
ministration and Congress. I have
prepared & speech on the matter and a
bill for introduction this week to rein-
state the investment crecdit and accel-
erated depreciation at the ecarliest pos-
sible date.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent, as in legislative session, that my
speect. and a copy of the bill that I had
expected to introduce be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objecticn, the speech
and the bill were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows: .

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CARLSON

The senior Senator from Kansas was one
of the staunchest advocates of the invest-
ment tax credit which was enacted into law
as par; of the Revenue Act of 1962. I felt
that the investment credit vag an essential
elemert in any program to stimulate mod-
ernlzation of U.S. industry :ind to equalize
competition between U.S. products and
those >f forelgn manufacturars.

The tremendous ald and asslstance pro-
grams of the United States zfter World War
IT brcught a rapid reconsiruction of the
war-devastated cconomles of the major in-
dustrinl countries In Europe and of Japan.
With U.S. money and technical assistance,
forelgn: industries were able to modernize to
a poirt where they far surpassed our own
companies In newness of equipment and
buildings.

As a result, U.S. products suffered in com-
petition in the world market and our bal-
ance of payments suffered accordingly.

To vedress this situation, the investment
credit, a credit against taxes equal generally
to 7 percent of the cost of the new invest-
ment, was adopted and was to be of great
benefi: to U.S. business, stiring a new era
of modernization and technological change.
Howeer, mounting inflationary pressures in
1965 und 1966 prompted the Johnson Ad-
minisiration to propose a suspension of the
investment credit along with a suspension
of the methods of acceleratng depreclation
of property. The suspension of the Invest-
ment credit and acceleratsd depreclation
was advocated by the Administration as nec-
essary to dampen these inflationary pres-
sures. From the moment the suspension of
these tax incentives was firss proposed, I ex-
pressed my opposition t> it. I voted
agalnst the suspension bill in the Senate
Finance Committee and on ~he Senate floor.
My opposition to the measure was predi-
cated on several grounds.

First of all, when the investmeny credit
became law in 1962, assurances were given
to business that it was to be a permanent
part of our tax structure, that 1t was not to
be used as a spigot to be turned on and off
as th: economic situation of the day de-
mandad. But the Adminlstration did not
keep its word. At the end of last summer,
the President decided the Incentives must be
suspended, I believe that when any segment
of ths American public relies on the Gov-
ernment’s assurance that a specific policy
will be malntained, the Government has a
moral obligation to keep that policy In effect.

Further, though, I thought the suspension
woulé. not do what the Administration
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